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1 INTRODUCTION 
For more than 60 years, children's peer relations have been the subject of 
theoretical writings (e.g., A. Freud, 1936/1966; Piaget, 1923/1959; Vygotsky, 
1934/1962) and empirical research (e.g., Bridges, 1933; Challman, 1932; 
Goodenough, 1930; Green, 1933; Koch, 1933; see for reviews Gronlund, 1959; 
Moreno, i960; see also Hartup, 1983). Over the past 10 years, based on the 
earlier work, research efforts regarding children's relations with their peers 
have increased exponentially. This expansion has frequently been noted (e.g., 
Rubin, 1983,1990) and is attested to by recent publications presenting the 
results and the theoretical integration of findings from various systematic 
research programs (Asher & Coie, 1990; Berndt &C Ladd, 1989; Dodge, 
Pettit, McClaskey, & Brown, 1986; Hartup, in press). A screening of 
Psychological Abstracts (PsychlNFO, 1987) yielded 497 sociometrie studies 
of children over the past decade (1980-1989) versus 187 studies over the 
decade before (1970-1979). That is, the numbers of studies using sociometrie 
status assessments in the past two decades further illustrate the expansion of 
empirical research of children's peer relations. 
In spite of its growth, this research has been one-sided by focussing on the 
role of children's own characteristics as factors in the acquisition and mainte-
nance of peer relations. For example, whether a child is accepted or rejected 
by his or her peers is seen as the result of the child's own prosocial or anti-
social behavior. This explanation is also applied to the stability of children's 
peer relations. When a child is repeatedly accepted or rejeaed by peers over 
time, this is seen as caused by the child's extreme level of prosocial or anti-
social behavior. "While an explanation in terms of the child's own behavioral 
characteristics is valid, alternative processes that take place in the child's 
peers are also hypothesized to be at work. That is, a child may also remain 
accepted or rejected because his or her peers selectively perceive the child 
and confirm their perceptions of the child by triggering perception-consistent 
behaviors from the child. The processes by which interpersonal perceptions 
and expectancies perpetuate themselves and influence subsequent interaction 
have been described in a model by Darley and Fazio (1980). Empirical 
studies that demonstrated the occurrence of these processes have been 
conducted with adults (cf. Snyder, 1984), but not with children. The purpose 
of this thesis is to test whether the processes included in Darley and Fazio's 
(1980) model also take place in children and whether the occurrence of these 
processes is linked to the stability of children's peer relations. 
Peer relations have traditionally been operadonalized by measuring 
children's social position or sociometrie status in the peer group. When chil-
dren in a group (such as their class) nominate which classmates they like and 
which ones they dislike, each child in the group can be assigned to one of the 
1 
INTRODUCTION 
five sociometrie status groups: popular, rejected, neglected, controversial, or 
average (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982; Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983). 
Popular children are frequently named as liked by peers and only infre-
quently named as disliked. Conversely, rejected children are seldomly 
liked, but frequently disliked. Controversial children are both liked and 
disliked by their peers, whereas neglected children are neither liked nor 
disliked. Average status children are mentioned an average number of times 
as liked and disliked. 
At this point, one may ask why the growth of interest in children's peer 
relations is taking place. One important reason is that researchers have 
become aware that the quality of children's peer relations is central in the 
development of social competence. This awareness is revealed in five ways, 
expressing that the quality of a child's peer relations measured at a certain 
point in time: (1) is an index of the child's social competence, (2) is related 
to other concurrently assessed components of social competence, (3) predicts 
the quality of the child's future peer relations on a short-term basis, (4) 
predicts the child's future social adjustment on a long-term basis, and (5) 
makes an independent causal contribution to the development of social 
competence. Before turning to each of these five issues, exactly what is meant 
by the quality of children's peer relations needs to be explained. 
In this thesis, the quality of a child's peer relations refers to the qualita-
tively different sociometrie positions that exist in a group of children. In the 
literature, these group relations are explicitly distinguished from dyadic 
relationships (Ladd, 1989). Dyadic relationships are referred to in terms of 
friendship and animosity. Two children who like one another are mutual 
friends, two children who dislike one another are mutual enemies, and two 
children who neither like nor dislike one another are neutral associates. If 
only one child likes or dislikes the other, one might speak of unilateral 
friends or unilateral enemies (Hartup, 1989). 
Group relations can be referred to in terms of acceptance and rejection. 
As indicated above, a child who is liked by many peers and disliked by a 
few is popular, while a child who is disliked by many peers but liked by a 
few is rejected. That is, a child's group position is based on the total 
amounts of liking and disliking that he or she receives from the group. The 
common practice of discriminating discrete status types by cutting off the 
continuous liking and disliking scores (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982; 
Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983) has lead to qualitatively different descriptions 
of status types (see Asher & Coie, 1990). Therefore, in the following discus-
sion of the five issues mentioned above, sociometrie status types will continue 
to be regarded as qualitatively different expressions of children's group 
relations. 
The first issue regarded the fact that social competence is frequently 
referred to as social adequacy, social adjustment, social effectiveness, or 
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social success1. These equivalent terms have a normative connotation. That 
is, children are said to be socially competent (or adequate, adjusted, effec-
tive, or successful) or socially incompetent (or inadequate, maladjusted, 
ineffective, or unsuccessful). Like constructs such as intelligence, learning, 
motivation, and personality, social competence does not have one generally 
accepted definition (cf. Schneider, Attili, Nadel, & Weissberg, 1989) 
because it does not refer to one specific set of capacities. Instead, social 
competence is an underlying construct reflecting what is common among 
several different sets of capacities. In the language of structural equation 
modeling, social competence is a latent variable measured by a heteroge-
neous set of observed variables (Anderson, 1987; Van Aken, 1991). For exam-
ple, social competence is inferred from such diverse observations as the way 
children approach unfamiliar peers, children's inferences about the intentions 
of other children during play, how children feel about themselves in social 
situations, whether children are accepted, feel lonely, or have any good 
friends, and how they resolve conflicts with peers. 
Dodge (1985) classified the variables used to measure social competence 
into five clusters. Four clusters contain measures of characteristics of the 
child. These clusters are: (a) social response set, or variables that assess the 
perceptual biases a child brings to a social situation (e.g., the child's self-
esteem); (b) social information processing, or variables that assess the child's 
actual processing of social cues when he or she enters the situation; (c) social 
behavior, or variables that assess the child's actual social behavior in the 
situation; and (d) social evaluation, or variables that assess the judgments of 
the child's social behavior by peers or adults (e.g., teachers). The first two 
clusters include social cognitions, the third represents social behavior, and the 
fourth includes the sociometrie judgments made by a child's peers. The four 
clusters of measures are considered here to represent four essential compo-
nents of the construct of social competence. Dodge (198$) also defined a fifth 
cluster, (e) social context, that encompasses variables that specify features of 
the social situation (e.g., classroom, play group, peer entry situation, or 
conflict episode). According to Dodge (198$), measures from all five clus-
ters can be used to construct a process model of children's competent social 
functioning in different social settings. 
Second, the quality of a child's peer relations reflects the child's concur-
rent level of social competence. This was shown in studies relating children's 
sociometrie status to simultaneously assessed measures of social behavior and 
social cognition. Assessments of social behavior were derived from peer 
1
 With respect to each of the five issues, an extensive literature has emerged over a long 
period. It is not the intention of this introduction, nor would it be possible, to be 
complete in discussing this research. For excellent overviews, the reader is referred to the 
recent reviews by Asher and Coie (1990), Bemdt and Ladd (1989), Hartup (1983), and 
Schneider, Attili, Nadel, and Weissberg (1989). 
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judgments, teacher judgments, and observations of children's behavior by 
adult observers (cf. Coie & Dodge, 1988), for a wide variety of behavioral 
categories such as cooperation, starting fights, disruption, help seeking, 
shyness, and leadership. Popularity was related to helpfulness, being 
considerate of others, following the rules for peer interaction and active 
engagement in positive peer interaction, whereas rejection was related to 
aggression, rule violations, hyperactivity, and disruptiveness (see Hartup, 
1983; Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990, for reviews of the literature on 
sociometrie status and social behavior). Assessments of social cognition 
included, for example, children's knowledge of social skills, the way 
children process social information, and children's level of social-cognitive 
reasoning about peer relations. Low-status children appeared to attribute the 
intentions of other children in biased and inaccurate ways and displayed 
deficits in the processing of interpersonal information (see Hartup, 1983; 
Dodge oc Feldman, 1990, for reviews of the literature on sociometrie status 
and social cognition). 
Third and fourth, the predictive value of the quality of children's peer 
relations appears from the short-term stability of sociometrie status. Studies 
tracing children's sociometrie status classifications across consecutive school 
years indicated that an important group of children is markedly stable in 
their status position across time. For example, Coie and Dodge (1983) found 
that approximately 50% of both popular children and rejected children 
retained their popular or rejeaed status across a i-year interval. In addition, 
the long-term predictive value of children's peer relations to later levels of 
social competence yielded even more impressive results. The main focus 
here has been on children who are rejected (i.e., highly disliked and not 
liked) by their peers. A wide variety of studies exists on the long-term 
predictive relation between peer difficulties in childhood and later life 
difficulties, using both follow-back and follow-forward data analyses (e.g., 
RofF, Sells, & Golden, 1972). In a comprehensive review of this research, 
Parker and Asher (1987) concluded that there is an empirical basis for the risk 
hypothesis stating that rejected children have a greater chance than other 
children to develop social adjustment problems and therefore should be 
considered a group at risk. Most notably, there is a connection between early 
peer problems and later dropping out of school, delinquency, and psycho-
pathology (Parker & Asher, 1987). 
Fifth, Parker and Asher (1987) identified two models that research 
supports concerning the link between peer problems and later maladjustment. 
In an incidental model, peer difficulties are believed to mirror an underlying 
disorder developing itself from early childhood into adulthood. Such a 
model encompasses the four issues above, depicting social competence as a 
continuous developmental dimension of which social status, behavior, cogni-
tion, and adjustment problems are different manifestations at different 
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moments (cf. Wohlwill, 1973). In contrast, a causal model states that peer 
relations are necessary for children's social, cognitive, and moral develop-
ment. When low-accepted children are excluded from peer interaction, they 
are excluded from the socialization experiences that are provided by interac-
tions with other children (Parker & Asher, 1987). Evidence has accumulated 
for the functions of peer interaction for children's social and personality 
development (Furman & Buhrmeister, 1985; Hartup, 1986a; Parker & 
Gonman, 1989), as well as cognitive and educational development (Brown, 
1989; Damon & Phelps, 1989; Hartup, 1986b). For example, peer interactions 
serve as contexts for learning specific interactive skills and gaining social 
knowledge, opportunities for self-discovery through social comparison, and 
sources of emotional security and social support (cf. Asher & Parker, 1989; 
see also Duck, 1983; Selman, 1979; Sullivan, 1953; Youniss, 1980). In sum-
mary, the quality of a child's peer relations not only reflects, but also 
influences, the development of social competence. 
What picture, then, emerges from these five sets of findings? They 
suggest two different pathways that describe a child's developing social 
competence. On the one hand, a sociometrically popular child generally 
shows prosocial behavior and adequate social cognitions, has a greater chance 
than other children to be popular at later moments, and a low probability of 
developing adjustment problems. Since this child regularly interacts with 
peers, he or she profits from the social learning opportunities these interac-
tions offer. This child's social experiences, therefore, accumulate in an 
upward spiraling cycle of increasing social competence. On the other hand, a 
sociometrically rejected child shows antisocial behavior and inadequate 
social cognitions, has a higher chance than others to be rejected at later 
moments, and a high probability of developing long-term adjustment 
problems. Since this child frequently has avers i ve interactions with peers, he 
or she is excluded from much of the social learning opportunities these inter-
actions may provide. That is, this child's social experiences accumulate to 
form a downward spiraling cycle of low social adjustment (Coie, 1990). 
Because the effects of these experiences are cumulative, these pathways are 
not only different, but also increasingly diverging. In addition, they may 
typically be represented by children who are consistently classified as 
popular (i.e., stable popular children) and children who are consistently 
classified as rejected (i.e., stable rejected children), when sociometrie status is 
repeatedly assessed across consecutive school years. Implicit in the literature 
so far is the assumption that a child's continuing social competence or incom-
petence is caused by the child's own social behaviors and social cognitions. 
Applying this to popular and rejected children, their status is expected to 
remain the same or change primarily because of stability or instability in the 
child's own behavioral repertoire and social-cognitive capacities. This 
assumption, however, is contradicted by the fact that intervention programs 
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aimed at changing a child's social behaviors and/or social cognitions have 
only been moderately effective in changing the child's sociometrie status 
position (cf. Furman & Gavin, 1989). 
An explanation for this contradiction is, that while a child's own constel-
lation of social behaviors and social cognitions determines the acquisition of 
his or her sociometrie position (Coie, 1990), other processes may also be at 
work in causing the stability or maintenance of a child's sociometrie position 
in a group. Most notably, we argue here that the social behaviors and social 
cognitions of a target child's peers play an important role in the perpetuation 
of the target child's own sociometrie position. This hypothesis has been 
derived from studies in social psychology (see, for a review, Snyder, 1984) on 
the consequences of interpersonal beliefs in adults. These studies demon-
strated that interpersonal beliefs have a stabilizing effect on interpersonal 
relations through the bolstering and confirming effects that they have on 
subsequent interactions and evaluations. These processes have been specified 
by Darley and Fazio (1980) in a model with six consecutive steps. Since this 
model specifies that interpersonal expectancies work as self-fulfilling 
prophecies (Merton, 1957) or in self-perpetuating ways (Snyder, 1984), we 
will speak of Darley and Fazio's (1980) model as the self-perpetuation model 
The major purpose of this dissertation, then, is to test whether Darley 
and Fazio's (1980) self-perpetuation model can explain the stability of 
children's sociometrie status. The current research thus adds a relatively new 
dimension to the study of peer relations, by not focussing only on the target 
child himself or herself, but also focussing on the role that the child's peers 
play in establishing and maintaining the target child's sociometrie status. 
Such an approach may be characterized as both target-directed and peer-
directed, instead of being only target-directed (see also Hymel, Wagner, & 
Butler, 1990). 
Two assumptions underly the test of the self-perpetuation model 
performed in this thesis. Both assumptions were necessary in order to conduct 
a manageable test of the model. The first assumption that was made is that 
intradyad evaluations (i.e., of Child A toward Child B) are based entirely on 
the behavior within the dyad (i.e., Child B's behavior toward Child A), and 
do not also involve observations of interactions with other group members. 
The second assumption regards the level of analysis at which the model is 
tested. The model description by Darley and Fazio (1980) is a statement of 
microbehavioral processes, detailing the sequence of thoughts, evaluations, 
actions and reactions taking place in specific dyadic interactions. However, 
the research used to document the model treat it as reflecting macro-
behavioral processes. For example, evaluations were assessed before and after 
a telephone conversation or a job interview (cf. Darley & Fazio, 1980; 
Snyder, 1984). That is, subjects' evaluations were assessed before and after 
extended interaction episodes rather than before and after the momentary 
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responses of which such episodes consist. Analogously, in this thesis the 
model will be tested on a macrobehavioral level by assessing children's 
evaluations before and after each one of a series of play sessions. The evalua­
tion that Child A makes of Child В is supposed to influence all of A's 
behavior toward В in an entire play session. Child В interprets A's behavior 
in that whole session and uses this interpretation as a guide to his behavior in 
the next session. Thus, all behavior of each child in an entire session is treated 
as though it were determined by evaluations and interpretations of the other 
child's behavior in a previous session, rather than viewing this process as 
involving moment-to-moment responses to the current ongoing interaction 
sequence. 
The primary question to be addressed is whether peers' expectations, 
behaviors, and interpretations regarding a target child are related to the 
stability of the child's popular or rejected status. To address this question, 
we first need to answer two other questions. First, is there any validity to the 
claim that there are significant differences on measures of social adjustment 
and maladjustment between children with stable and children with unstable 
sociometrie status positions? Second, can children's interpersonal expecta­
tions, behaviors, and interpretations be adequately and meaningfully related 
to one another? 
To answer these three research questions, data were collected on a sample 
of 231 j-to-8 year-old boys in a 2-year longitudinal project. The following 
five chapters of this thesis will describe the data collection, and report and 
discuss the results from the analyses of these data. Chapter 2 presents an inte­
grated overview of all assessments that took place in the project as a whole. 
Chapters 3, 4, and $ are empirical chapters in which the results will be 
presented of the analyses that were performed to test the three research ques­
tions as follows. 
In chapter 3, children who are stable with respect to sociometrie status 
are compared to children who are unstable with respect to sociometrie status, 
determined on the basis of children's status classifications on two measure­
ment points separated by a i-year interval. Stable and unstable popular chil­
dren, and stable and unstable rejected children will be compared on measures 
of social behavior, social adjustment, and school problems. It is a basic 
premise of this thesis that, apart from sociometrie status in itself, the 
stability of sociometrie status is a factor of importance to children's social 
and emotional development. Stable popular children are expected to be 
more prosocial in their behavior and more adjusted generally than unstable 
popular children. Stable rejected children are expected to demonstrate more 
antisocial behavior and be more maladjusted than unstable rejeaed children. 
The analyses that are planned for chapter 3 form a conceptual prerequisite for 
the analyses to be performed in subsequently presented tests of the self-
perpetuation model. 
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In chapter 4, we ask whether valence scores computed for children's expecta-
tions, behaviors, and interpretations of each others' behavior are reliable and 
valid. Previous research has shown that people's judgments in different areas 
are pervasively determined by one underlying semantic feature with a nonar-
bitrary polarity, one pole being cognitively positive, and the other negative 
(Boucher & Osgood, 1969; Kanouse, 1972; Kanouse & Hanson, 1972; Osgood, 
1980; Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957; Saltz, Dunin-Markiewicz, & 
Rourke, 1975). Valence scores, then, are dichotomous scores indicating 
whether an expectation, behavior, or interpretation is predominantly 
prosocial or predominantly antisocial. Valence scores will be computed 
from three interactive categories that have shown to be very important for 
children (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982), that is, from measures of 
aggression, disruption, and cooperation. Since the valence scores will be used 
to test the self-perpetuation model, the computations and analyses to be 
undertaken in chapter 4 can be considered an empirical prerequisite for the 
analyses of chapter 5. 
Chapter 5 presents the actual test of Darley and Fazio's self-perpetuation 
(1980) model. This test will be performed using the valence scores derived 
in chapter 4, and will consist of four parts. First, since the self-perpetuation 
model actually consists of a series of steps, we will test whether the consecu-
tive steps of the model are related. Second, the model actually predicts that 
all steps should be related to one another. Therefore, a more complete test 
of the model will take place by testing the correspondence between all steps 
of the model in one analysis. Third, the self-perpetuation model predicts 
differences between the interactions of children who already know one another 
and the interactions of children who are unacquainted. Among acquainted 
children who have known one another for a sustained period of time, stable 
expectations and interaction patterns have already developed. When ac-
quainted children interact with one another, there should thus be consistency 
among their expectations, behavioral exchanges, and interpretations, and this 
consistency should remain across time. Among unacquainted children, on the 
other hand, no specific expectation and interpretation patterns can be present 
when they first interact with one another. When unacquainted children first 
come together to play, there should be low consistency among their expecta-
tions, behavioral exchanges, and interpretations. However, as interactions 
unfold across time and the children come to know one another, consistency 
should emerge. Fourth, since we expect that the occurrence of self-perpetua-
tion is related to the stability of a child's relations to his or her peers, we will 
test the connection between self-perpetuation and the stability of children's 
sociometrie status. This fourth and final part of the analyses in chapter $ is 
the test that most closely represents our hypotheses about the influence of 
children's interpersonal expectations on the stability of their group relations. 
INTRODUCTION 
Finally, chapter 6 is a discussion chapter containing conclusions, a discussion 
of relevant theoretical and methodological issues, and directions for future 
research. Chapter 6 begins with a recapitulation of the argument developed 
in the previous chapters. This recapitulation includes an integration of the 
results from chapters 3, 4, and 5. These results suggest that a child's peer rela-
tions perpetuate themselves through the bolstering and confirming effects that 
the expectations of peers about the child have on their subsequent interactions 
and evaluations. Several implications of a peer-direaed approach for the 
study of children's peer relations will be mentioned along with directions for 
future research. 
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2 OVERVIEW OF DATA COLLECTION AND CODING 
This chapter will present an overview of the research that was conducted in 
project N.W.O. 560-263-013 (the Netherlands Organization for Scientific 
Research). The purpose of this chapter is to present a complete overview of 
data collection and coding procedures used in the project. In addition, data 
will be presented briefly that indicate the reliability and validity of the 
tasks used and of the main variables that were assessed. In chapters 3, 4, and 
5, reference will be made to this chapter for details regarding data collection 
and coding procedures. 
The research that is reported here was conducted in four periods between 
July 1,1985 and July 1,1989. First, children, their parents, and their teachers 
were contacted and asked to participate in the project. Data collection 
procedures were also prepared in this period. Second, the first wave of data 
colleaion (Wave 1) took place. Third, one year later the second wave of data 
collection (Wave 2) was conducted. Ninety-one percent of the subjects who 
were tested in Wave 1 were seen again and retcsted with the same procedures. 
Fourth, coding of all collected materials took place, including the task of 
coding 441 hours of videotaped play interactions among children. Finally, in 
this period, computer entry and documentation of all longitudinal data were 
completed. 
As described below, it will be seen that most data collection was 
performed identically in Wave 1 and Wave 2. Specific differences between 
the waves will be noted. Three general differences are worth mentioning 
here. First, although the attrition rate was low from Wave 1 to Wave 2, it was 
not possible to retest all subjects in Wave 2. Second, due to the increased 
experience of the research team, several procedures in Wave 2 were performed 
more effectively and in a less time consuming way than they had been in 
Wave i. And, third, although all data were coded from both waves in the 
same way, detailed codings of children's play interactions that were obtained 
from the videotaped play sessions of Wave 1 were not obtained from the 
videotaped play sessions of Wave 2. This difference was offset by collecting 
on-line evaluations of children's play behaviors by the examiners while they 
were conducting and recording the play sessions in Wave 2. 
PARTICIPANTS AND DESIGN 
Participants 
Two waves of data collection each consisted of a sociometrie screening phase 
and zphy sessions phase. In Wave 1, sociometrie testing was conducted in 54 
kindergarten classes and 43 first-grade classes at 35 elementary schools 
serving lower and middle-class populations in the Nijmegen/Arnhem area of 
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The Netherlands. Based on the judgments given by male and female class-
mates, sociometrie status could be determined for 435 kindergarten boys and 
346 first-grade boys. From this sample, 114 kindergarten boys (M =5.2 
years, SD = 8.2 months) and 117 first-grade boys (M = 6.9 years, SD = 6.7 
months) were selected for the Wave 1 play sessions phase. 
In the play sessions phase of Wave 1, the selected boys took part in four 
consecutive play sessions (separated by a i-week interval) in play groups of 
three boys each. Seventy-seven triads were formed (38 kindergarten triads; 39 
first-grade triads) that differed with respect to sociometrie status composi-
tion and within-triad acquaintance. With respect to sociometrie status, the 
three boys in a triad were uniformly popular (three popular boys), uniformly 
rejected (three rejeaed boys), or mixed in their status (one popular boy, one 
rejected boy, and one neglected boy). Boys in acquainted triads were class-
mates of each other, whereas boys in unacquainted triads came from the same 
grade level of separate schools. Table 2.1 gives the number of triads in each 
condition of the study. There were six triads for every combination of grade 
level (kindergarten, first grade), sociometrie status composition (popular, 
rejected, mixed), and acquaintance (acquainted, unacquainted). There was 
one extra triad in the kindergarten rejected-acquainted and rejected-unac-
quainted conditions, and in the first-grade mixed-acquainted condition. 
There were two extra triads in the first-grade rejected-unacquainted condi-
tion. 
Table 2.1 
Number of Triads in Each Combination of Sociometrie Status Composition, 
Acquaintance, and Grade Level 
Acquainted Unacquainted 
kindergarten Grade 1 kindergarten Grade 1 
Popular 6 6 6 6 
Mixed 6 7 6 6 
Rejected 7 6 7 8 
In Wave 2, the same measures were collected after a i-year interval as in Wave 
1. In the sociometrie screening phase of Wave 2, the selected boys' status was 
determined in their new class. To this end, 2,566 boys and girls in 102 classes 
of 45 schools were tested. Sociometrie status of only three of the 231 selected 
boys could not be determined in Wave 2. In the play sessions phase of Wave 
2, 70 of the 77 triads participated in a second sequence of four play sessions. 
The seven untested triads were evenly distributed across conditions. 
12 
DATA COLLECTION AND CODING 
Sociometrie Measurement 
Sociometrie screening was conducted in February and March of each wave, 
which is a time in the school year that children have become well acquainted 
with one another. The purpose of this phase in Wave ι was to obtain socio­
metrie data for sufficient numbers of boys to be able to compose at least 72 
experimental triads according to the a priori defined criteria (grade level, 
sociometrie status, and acquaintance). In Wave 2, the purpose of the socio­
metrie screening was to again determine the 231 selected boys' status classifi­
cations one year later. 
In both measurement waves, all boys and girls in each class were indi­
vidually tested for about 15 minutes in a separate room at school to judge all 
the boys in their class. Since 4-year-old and 5-year-old subjects were 
involved in the testing, a sociometrie method that yielded reliable results 
with young children had to be used. The rating-scale measure of Asher, 
Singleton, Tinsley, and Hymel (1979) fulfilled this requirement and was 
selected for the study.i 
Three colored boxes with a happy face, a neutral face, and a sad face 
were placed from left to right on a table before the child. It was explained 
that if the child liked a person, he or she should point to the happy face, if the 
child disliked a person, he or she should point to the sad face, and if the child 
did not know whether he or she liked or disliked a person, he or she should 
point to the neutral fice. To test children's understanding of this procedure, 
pictures were shown of Santa Claus and GargameU, who are stereotypically 
liked versus disliked by children. Children were asked to rate these two 
examples using the three faces and to verbalize their choices. If a child's 
verbalization was inconsistent with the face chosen, the meaning of the three 
faces was again explained. 
After this brief training phase, actual testing started using a group picture 
of the class. Each boy was pointed out on the piaure in one of two randomly 
determined orders and rated by the child. To ensure that raters correctly 
identified ratees on the picture, they were asked to verbalize each child's 
name and the interviewer checked the verbalization for accuracy. In most 
cases, children accurately identified their classmates. Mistakes were cor­
rected in the very few cases that they occurred.} 
1
 A review of findings concerning the reliability of sociometrie methods with preschool 
and early-elementary school children is given by Hymel (1983). 
г Gargamel is the Evil Wizard in a cartoon scries broadcast for children on Dutch televi­
sion. 
3 This procedure differed in one respect from Asher et al.'s (1979) procedure, where 
individual pictures of ratees were assigned to the three boxes. 
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Classification and Selection of Subjects 
The number of times a boy was rated as liked by his classmates and the 
number of times a boy was rated as disliked by his classmates was tallied to 
form his liked and disliked scores, respectively. In this way, the so-called 
rating scale data were treated as if they were sociometrie nominations, which 
is in line with Bukowski and Hoza's (1989) argument that the Asher et al. 
(1979) procedure should actually be regarded as a nomination-based method 
rather than a rating scale technique. Following the probability model of 
Newcomb and Bukowski (1983), three scores are needed to ascertain social 
status classification. These are a child's liked, disliked, and social impact 
scores. A social impact score was computed from a boy's summed liked and 
disliked scores. Social impact or social visibility is a standard construct of 
sociometrie methodology and indicates how frequently a child is either 
accepted or rejected by peers. The like, dislike, and impact scores were 
interpreted as below, within, or above the limits expected by chance for each 
of four probability levels (/> < .050, ρ < .ιοο, ƒ> < .150, and ƒ> < .200). Boys 
were assigned to social status groups using Newcomb and Bukowski's (1983) 
criteria: (a) popuUr (an above chance liked score and a disliked score below 
the mean); (b) rejected (an above chance disliked score and a liked score 
below the mean); (c) controversial (above chance liked and disliked scores or 
one score above chance and the other above the mean); (d) neglected (a below 
chance impact score); and (e) average (an impact score not below chance and 
liked and disliked scores not above chance). 
Newcomb and Bukowski (1983) used limited nominations, in that each 
child named exactly three liked and three disliked peers. The probability 
of a child being nominated on a criterion was constant across classmates and 
equal to the number of nominations requested (three) divided by the number 
of possible nominees (the number of classmates minus one). Cut-ofF points 
for unlikely scores could be determined using the binomial probability 
distribution. The present procedure included unlimited nominations, since 
each child could name zero to all peers as liked or disliked. In this case, the 
probability to be nominated as liked or disliked varied across peers. Cut­
off points for unlikely scores were based on the generalized binomial distri­
bution, and computed with Ten Brink's (1985) algorithm to determine proba­
bilities for received liked and disliked scores under unlimited conditions. 
Ten Brink (1985) demonstrated that similar results were obtained for 
unlimited nominations under the assumptions of normality versus condition-
ality for individual score distributions. In his algorithm, conditionality is 
assumed for the distribution of liked and disliked scores within raters. 
Comparisons of the way limited and unlimited nominations discriminate 
sociometrie status groups on several behavioral characteristics have been 
presented elsewhere (see, e.g., Terry &L Gillessen, 1989). 
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The selection of boys for play groups was determined by social status and 
acquaintance within each grade level. Of the popular, neglected, and rejected 
boys in the sample, 78% were selected at the ρ < .o$o probability level. Due 
to logistical constraints (parental permission, boys' willingness to be trans­
ported, maximum transportation time between schools, and the need for 
fixed numbers of triads in school clusters dependent on the number of test 
days available), it was not possible always to select subjects who were 
assigned to their status category according to the strictest criterion (/> < .050). 
Therefore, the remaining 22% of the boys in the sample were seleaed at a 
higher probability level.4,S 
Format of Play Sessions 
A play session was to take place once every seven days over a period of four 
weeks in each measurement wave. Due to unforeseen circumstances (most 
notably, children's illnesses and special school activities), the actual mean 
intervals between consecutive pairs of sessions were 7.2 days, 9.0 days, and 
6.9 days in Wave 1, and 7.6 days, 7.6 days, and 8.5 days in Wave 2. The 
Wave 2 series of sessions were planned to start one year after the Wave 1 
sessions. The average actual interval between the first session of both series 
was 330.6 days or .91 years, due to additional logistical constraints (in 
particular, the transfer of children to new schools). 
Play sessions were held in a separate room at several of the participating 
schools. A 2.10 by 2.50 m carpet was put in the middle of the play room and 
a video camera was positioned in a corner behind a curtain. Acquainted 
triads gathered in a play room of their own school. In unacquainted triads, 
two boys were brought by car from their schools to the third boy's school, 
where they came together in a play room. In unacquainted triads, the three 
boys were introduced to each other at the start of the first session in Wave 1. 
At the start of the first session in Wave 2, boys in unacquainted triads were 
4 Of the 97 popular boys in the sample, eight boys were selected at / x .100, and one boy was 
selected at the ρ < .150 level. Of the 25 neglected boys, four boys were selected at p< .100, 
and five boys at each of the p < .150 and ρ < .200 levels. Of the 109 rejected boys, 11 were 
selected at p< .100, nine at p < .150, and eight at the ρ < .200 level. To test whether classifi­
cation level had an effect, a MANOVA was performed with status (popular vs. neglected 
vs. rejected) and classification level (p < .050 vs. ρ >.o$o) as the independent variables, and 
aggregated scores (across evaluations by teacher!, peers, and adult coders, see chapter 3) for 
cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, leadership, and acceptance as the 
dependent variables. A main effect for status was found, F (14, 436) = 3.12, ρ < .ooi. The 
main effect for classification level and the status by classification level interaction were 
not significant. Therefore, the popular, neglected, and rejected boys selected at ρ > .050 
were treated similarly to the popular, neglected, and rejected boys selected at ρ < .050 in 
all subsequent analyses. 
f Whenever the design and logistical constraints allowed for several choices, boys were 
chosen so as to minimize within-triad age differences (Λ/ = 6.6 months, SD = 5.3 months 
within kindergarten triads; M= 5.7 months, SD= 5.0 months within first-grade triads). 
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reintroduced to each other, since they had not met for a year. At the start of 
the first session in both waves, the procedure of the play sessions was 
explained in all triads. At the start of the later sessions in both waves, 
children were reminded of the play sessions procedure. 
The four play sessions of both waves followed an identical format. Each 
play session consisted of three phases: a 15 minutes pre-play interview, an 
actual play phase of 45 minutes, and a 15 minutes post-play interview. In the 
interviews, the questions used were: (a) structured questions, i.e., ratings and 
paired comparisons and (b) open-ended questions. The play phase of each 
session in both waves consisted of a cooperative game, a competitive game, 
and an unstructured game. A division of rewards task was added to Session 1 
and Session 3 in both waves. For each of the four game types (cooperative, 
competitive, unstructured, and division of rewards), different games were 
used in the four play sessions. Each play group played the same games in the 
same sessions (see the description of games below). 
In designing all games, three factors were taken into account. First, all 
games were designed to elicit as many different interactions between play 
partners as possible, but children's actual game performance was not of 
interest. Second, to keep children interested in the project, attractive varia-
tions of all games were constructed and, if possible, game difficulty was 
varied and matched to children's grade level. Third, the structure and size of 
all game equipment ensured maximum visibility of children's play interac-
tions for videotape registration. 
In the pre-play interview, individual interviews were held with each boy. 
In Wave 1, two boys were interviewed by two different examiners outside of 
the play room, while the third boy was interviewed by a third examiner 
inside the play room. In Wave 2, two instead of three examiners were present 
for each session. This meant that two boys could be interviewed at the same 
time, while the third boy read by himself in the play room and listened to 
music from a headphone. The third boy was then interviewed by one of the 
two examiners. 
At the beginning of each play phase, the three boys were seated in the 
play room near the carpet facing the video camera. One examiner was 
randomly assigned to each triad to guide the play phase of the four sessions. 
To ensure the use of standard instructions across sessions and waves, examinen 
were trained with detailed written protocols of all procedures, and were 
regularly checked on their accuracy in following these protocols. At this 
point in the first session of both waves, the examiner explained the play phase 
procedure. Children were briefly acquainted with the video camera. To be 
able to completely register their behavior, children were then asked to play 
on the carpet as much as possible. This restriction also functioned to heighten 
the rate of interactions between children. In the second, third, and fourth 
session of both waves, children were reminded of the play phase procedure. 
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After this introduction, recording started and the first game was demon-
strated. Before each game, the examiner introduced the materials and gave 
directions for that game. During each game, the examiner stayed in the play 
room but refrained from taking part in the group's ongoing interactions, 
except in cases of unacceptable aggression. If a boy asked a question, it was 
answered by referring to the group's freedom to make its own play rules. 
After each game, the examiner collected the material, introduced the next 
game, and continued in this way until the end of the play phase. 
In the post-play interviews, boys were individually interviewed follow-
ing procedures similar to the pre-play interviews within each wave. After this 
last part of the session, children were given a small token, which helped to 
keep them aware of the progression of the play sessions. From a set of 
colored stickers of cartoons or cars, one sticker was chosen and affixed on a 
card with four numbered quadrants. The quadrant selected corresponded to 
the number of the current play session. Finally, children were thanked for 
their participation and were reminded of the day that they were scheduled 
for the next play session. 
Concurrendy with the play sessions, each boy's teacher was asked to give 
a personality description of the child using the California Child Q-set or 
C.C.Q. (Block & Block, 1980), and to fill out a brief problem checklist. 
The inclusion of these instruments yielded a total of seven data sets that are 
used in this thesis in addition to the sociometrie data: structured ratings and 
open-ended questions from the play session interviews, dyadic observations 
and examiner rankings of play behavior, and peer nominations, teacher 
C.C.Q. evaluations, and a problem report concerning children's classroom 
behavior. These data sets are listed in the first column of Table 2.2. From 
each of these data sets, scores were computed for the analyses of chapters 3, 4, 
and 5. These analyses were preceded by a screening of the psychometric 
properties of derived scores. The remaining columns of Table 2.2 list three 
psychometric aspects: intercoder agreement, item homogeneity, and the 
validity of measures. These three psychometric aspects could not be com-
puted for each of the seven data sets. Intercoder agreement was computed in 
three of the seven cases, item homogeneity was assessed in four of the seven 
cases, and an analysis of the validity of measures took place in five of the 
seven cases. The reasons for not computing each of the three coefficients for 
each of the seven data sets are the following. 
First, it was only necessary and possible to compute intercoder agree-
ment for the three data sets where multiple coders categorized children's play 
behaviors or their answers to open-ended questions. Second, the computation 
of homogeneity coefficients (Cronbach's a) requires repeated assessments 
(preferably more than two) of the same variables, and these were present in 
four of the seven data sets. Table 2.2 gives the range of the homogeneity coef-
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ficients for these four cases. Third, the validity of measures was assessed as 
follows by computing intercorrelations among scores for different behaviors. 
Table 2.2 
Summary Table of Data Sets, Intercoder Agreement, Homogeneity Coefficients, 
and Validity of Measures 
Data Set 
PUy Session Interviews 
Structured ratings 
Open-ended questions 
Play Session Behavior 
Dyadic codings and ratings 
Examiner rankings 
Classroom Social Behavior 
Peer nominations 
Teacher C.C.Q. evaluation 
Problem checklist 
Agr cement1 
— 
•92 
•59 
•3* 
— 
— 
— 
Homogeneity2 
.58 to .82 
.49 to .74 
.71 to .92 
.57 to .82 
— 
— 
— 
Validity3 
(+) (0) (-)4 
.71 .21 -.59 
.36 -.02 -.23 
.52 -.12 -.56 
.74 -.02 -.60 
.63 -.02 -.60 
— — — 
— — — 
1
 Intercoder agreement was computed for the three data sets where multiple coders catego-
rized children's behaviors or responses. 
2
 Homogeneity coefficients (Cronbach's tí) were computed for the four data sets including 
repeated assessments of the same variables. 
3 Validity was assessed in the five data sets containing raw scores for all or a subset of the 
seven categories cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, leadership, and 
acceptance. 
4 Indication of three types of relations: (+) convergent validity, (o) discriminant validity, 
(—) divergent validity. 
According to the rationale of Campbell and Fiske (1959), evidence for the 
validity of scores emerges when correlations between theoretically similar 
concepts approach 1.00 {convergent validity), correlations between theo-
retically unrelated concepts approach .00 {discriminant validity), and correla-
tions between theoretically dissimilar concepts approach -1.00 {divergent 
validity). Raw scores for all or a subset of seven conceptually similar, unre-
lated, and dissimilar measures existed in five of the seven data sets (i.e., 
scores for cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, leadership, 
and acceptance). One set of related measures contained cooperation and 
acceptance, and a second set contained fighting and disruption. These two 
sets were considered to be inversely related to one another, and shyness, help 
seeking, and leadership were treated as unrelated to both sets. Table 2.2 lists 
the mean intercorrelations among the similar, unrelated, and dissimilar mea-
sures for the five cases where they could be computed. This analysis was not 
performed in the two remaining data sets that did not consist of the analo-
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gous set of seven variables: The teacher C.C.Q. contained 100 items for 
children's behavioral characteristics, and the problem checklist included three 
dichotomous scores indicating whether or not a child had each of three types 
of problems. 
Table 2.2 is a summary table and presents the structure for the remainder 
of this chapter. In the following five sections, the details of Table 2.2 will be 
explained. First, the play session interviews will be described and the scores 
derived from them. Second, a detailed account will be given of the games 
used in the play sessions. Third, the three types of codings will be explained 
with which data were derived from children's play behaviors. Fourth, a 
description will be given of the assessments of children's behavior in the class-
room. Fifth, and finally, the psychometric characteristics of these measure-
ments used will be discussed. 
PLAY SESSION INTERVIEWS 
Pre-Play Interviews 
Pre-play interviews took place before the play sessions in both measurement 
waves. In these interviews, several questions assessed boys' expectations about 
their own and their play partners' social behaviors in the upcoming play phase. 
In Wave 1, the pre-play interviews consisted of two parts. Each boy was 
asked a set of open-ended questions as well as a series of structured ratings. 
In Wave 2, the pre-play interviews consisted of one part only (i.e., structured 
ratings that were identical to the structured ratings of Wave 1). 
Open-ended questions were used to assess which social behaviors were 
most salient to each boy about each play partner and himself when asked to 
anticipate their upcoming mutual interactions. Each boy was asked to indi-
cate whether and for what reasons he liked or disliked each boy in his group, 
including himself (in a randomly determined order). After recording the 
spontaneously mentioned arguments when evaluating a triad member, the 
interviewer asked whether there were any other arguments for liking or dis-
liking this boy. In this way, and according to predescribed rules, different 
responses were elicited from each boy. 
Structured ratings were used to assess boys' expectations about their play 
partners and themselves with respea to the following six categories of social 
interactive behavior: cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, 
and leadership. These six categories were chosen because previous research 
has shown them to most clearly discriminate between sociometrie status 
groups (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). The structured ratings always 
followed the open-ended questions to avoid influencing boys' responses to the 
latter. 
Each boy rated his two play partners and himself in a random order on 
each of the six behavioral dimensions using a 5-point rating scale. The rating 
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scale was represented on a sheet of paper by five rectangular blocks that 
gradually increased in size from left to right. It was explained to each boy 
that the scale could be used to indicate how often a person does something, 
with the smallest block meaning 'never' (scale value i), a larger block meaning 
'more often', and the largest block meaning 'very often' (scale value 5). The 
procedure was clarified by asking each boy to rate how much he thought every 
member of his triad would try to win in a game. For each of the six criterion 
behaviors, a description was read and the interviewed boy was asked to rate 
how often he thought each of his two playmates and he himself would engage 
in that behavior in the upcoming play phase. The following descriptions were 
used for the six behavioral categories: 
Cooperation Some boys take turns in playing and take other children's wishes 
into account. They cooperate. 
Fighting Some boys start to quarrel, hit, or push. Or, they shout at other 
children and say mean things to insult them. They start lights. 
Disruption Some boys always want to play their way, or otherwise they run 
away. They disrupt the group's play. 
Shyness Some boys don't dare to join a group's play and prefer to watch. 
They are shy. 
Help seeking Some boys think they can't do certain things and always ask others 
for help. They always want someone to help them. 
Leadership Some boys have good ideas and a nice way of saying how to play. 
They are leaders. 
Pilot testing had shown that boys sometimes tended to reverse the meaning 
of the scale for a positive behavioral category after they had rated a negative 
category and vice versa (as though they were rating the valence of behavioral 
categories instead of their frequencies of occurrence). Therefore, the two 
most clearly contrasting behaviors, i.e., cooperation and fighting, were rated 
first in a randomly determined order. After making these two ratings, the 
interviewer repeated the meaning of the extremes of the scale. Thereafter, the 
remaining four criteria were rated in a randomly determined order. 
Post-PL·)/ Interviews 
Post-play ratings took place immediately after the actual play phase of the 
play sessions of both measurement waves. In these interviews, several ques-
tions were used to assess boys' interpretations of their own and their play 
panners' social behaviors in the just completed play phase. In Wave 1, the 
post-play interviews consisted of three parts (open-ended questions, a series 
of structured ratings, and two types of sociometrie judgments). In Wave 2, 
the post-play interviews consisted of only two parts (structured ratings and 
sociometrie judgments). 
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The open-ended questions assessed which social behaviors each boy sponta-
neously remembered from the preceding play session about each play partner 
and himself. Pilot testing had demonstrated that boys sometimes tended to 
answer these open-ended questions more in terms of the games that they had 
actually played rather than in terms of the play group members' social inter-
active behaviors. Therefore, the open-ended questions were introduced by 
briefly explaining that the current questions were not about how children 
played games, but that they were about the different ways children could act 
toward each other. Each boy was then asked to indicate how each boy in his 
group (including himself) had acted in the previous play phase (in a randomly 
determined order). For every social act mentioned by a boy, he was asked 
whether he liked or disliked that act. After recording the spontaneously 
remembered behaviors and behavioral evaluations regarding each triad mem-
ber, the interviewer asked whether the boy could remember any other acts and 
how he evaluated them. In this way, different responses were elicited from 
each boy following predescribed rules. 
Structured ratings were used to assess boys' interpretations of their own 
and their play partners' behaviors in terms of the six criterion behaviors that 
had been rated in the pre-play interviews. Each boy was now asked to rate on 
the 5-point scale how often he thought that he and each of his two playmates 
had engaged in each of the six behaviors in the preceding play phase. As in 
the pre-play interviews, the structured ratings always took place after the 
open-ended questions had been answered. 
Ratings and paired comparisons were used to assess the boys' social 
standing in the play group at the end of the session. Each boy first rated how 
much he liked each of his two play partners and himself on a 5-point rating 
scale (1 = not at all; 5 = very much). Each boy then chose which boy he liked 
the most of each possible pair of the three boys in the play group. Boys were 
judged in random orders in both the ratings and paired comparisons. These 
sociometrie judgments were completed after the structured ratings. 
Control Interviews and Social SkilL· Interviews 
The pre-play expectation interviews and the post-play interpretation inter-
views described above were not used for all triads in all play sessions. One-
sixth of the triads received control interviews before and after each play 
phase, and pre-play expectation interviews as well as post-play interpretation 
interviews were replaced by a social skills assessment in one of the four play 
sessions of both waves. 
The control interviews were used to determine the extent to which 
questioning the boys about social interactions influenced their actual social 
behavior. One triad for each combination of grade level, group composition, 
and acquaintanceship was randomly assigned to the control condition. This 
yielded 12 control triads, with 6$ and 58 triads (in Wave 1 and Wave 2, 
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respectively) serving as experimental triads. Control triads differed from 
experimental triads in one respect only - namely, they received the control 
rather than the experimental interviews. The control interviews were struc­
turally identical to the experimental ones. However, instead of posing ques­
tions about social-interactive behaviors, the boys were asked questions about 
two nonsocial topics (in "Wave i, these concerned the games that children 
usually play; in Wave 2, they were about television programs for children). 
Comparisons between the control and experimental triads are relevant to the 
test of the self-perpetuation model and will therefore be presented in chapter 
5-
A test of children's knowledge of interpersonal problem-solving skills, 
based on the work of Spivack and Shure (1974) was also included in the data 
collection (cf. Abeln & Smits, 1987). For each of two randomly selected 
halves of the triads within each combination of grade level, group status 
composition, and acquaintance, the social skills test replaced the expectation 
and interpretation interviews during either the second or third session (both 
waves). This means that expectation and interpretation data were not 
available for half of the subjects in Session 2 and for half of the subjects in 
Session 3. Results for the social skills test are beyond the scope of the 
currently reported studies, and have been reported elsewhere (Abeln & Smits, 
1987; Gillessen & Ferguson, 1989b). 
Coding of Responses to Open-Ended Questions 
A coding system was developed to categorize boys' responses to all open-
ended questions. The six criterion categories used in the structured ratings 
(i.e., cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help-seeking, and leadership) 
formed the major categories of this system. To test the coding system, iy% 
of all responses were coded by two independent female coders, from which it 
appeared necessary to add three categories. The category 'non-disruption' 
was added, since boys sometimes referred to the absence of disturbing 
behaviors as a positive characteristic. A 'non-interactive' category was 
included to cover those answers that did not refer to social-interactive 
behaviors. By including these two categories in addition to the original six 
categories, 92% of all responses in a pilot sample could be coded. Two 
final categories were added to cover the remaining answers. A 'not-relevant' 
category covered answers that were logical in their meaning, but did not 
answer the question. A 'nonsense' category covered those answers which were 
unclear in their meaning. Consequently, all responses were categorized by the 
two coders using the final coding system. A detailed description of the 
development of the coding system has been reported elsewhere (see Damen & 
Tan, 1988). 
The number of answers given by subjects to the open-ended questions 
about themselves or the other children averaged 2.0, ranging from о to 6 
22 
DATA COLLECTION AND CODING 
answers. The interviews with the open-ended questions took place before and 
after three of the four sessions in Wave ι (see the next section), yielding a 
total of six evaluations. The total number of answers concerning the children 
themselves could range from о to 36 (6 evaluations χ range 0-6 answers per 
evaluation), and actually ranged from 3 to 24, with a mean of 11.6 answers. 
The total number of answers about a child from the two play partners could 
range from о to 72 (2 peers χ 6 evaluations χ range 0-6 answers per 
evaluation), and actually ranged from 5 to 44, with a mean of 23.9 answers. 
All answers to the open-ended questions were classified into each of the 10 
categories with the following results: 45% cooperation, 9% fighting, 16% 
disruption, 9% not-disruptive, 1% shyness, 0% help seeking, 3% leadership, 
7% not-interactive, 6% not-relevant, and 4% nonsense answers. 
To assess intercoder agreement, a random selection of 27% of all 
responses to the pre-play and post-play open-ended questions was classified 
by both coders. Coders disagreed on 50 of the 1,028 randomly selected pre­
play responses (95% correct), and on 76 of the 960 randomly selected post-
play responses (92% correct). The coders decided after a brief discussion 
what final code to assign to the 126 réponses on which they had disagreed. 
The value of Cohen's к: across the total set of 1,988 double coded answers was 
.92, ranging from .82 (for not-relevant) to 1.00 (for shyness). The value of к 
for each category separately is listed in the first column of Table 2.5. 
PLAY SESSION GAMES 
Cooperative Games 
Four cooperative games were designed: Patterns, Cube, Puzzles, and Truck. 
Each of these games had two versions, with the second version being a more 
complex variation of the first. Although different materials and procedures 
were used in the four cooperative games, they were designed on the basis of 
one similar principle. That is, each made it difficult for any one triad 
member to complete the task on his own, thereby stimulating the three play 
group members to work together toward a common goal. Each cooperative 
game was played until six minutes of recordable behavior were collected. 
After the six minutes, the group was allowed to complete the game, since it 
seemed important to expose the group to the reward of the final product. A 
detailed description of the materials and procedures used for each coopera­
tive game is provided below. 
Patterns. Children were asked to reproduce exactly a sequence of cards 
following an example provided to them. The sequence of cards had to be 
placed one by one in a stand that was open at only one end. This meant that 
children were required to coordinate their actions and first had to discuss 
which card to place in the stand before proceeding to the next card. 
Otherwise, they ran the risk of inserting the cards incorrectly, which would 
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have meant having to remove the cards and staning again at the point that the 
mistake had been made. The stand consisted of two 150 cm high standards, 
connected by two 120 cm long and 10 cm wide slots, positioned halfway and 
at the top between the two standards. 
Two identical sets of 48 10 χ io cm cards were used. Each card depicted 
one of several geometrical figures (circles, squares, rectangles, triangles, 
ellipses, and nonagons) of different sizes and drawn with different lines. The 
two slots had an opening on the right side only, through which exacdy 12 
cards could be entered one after another to form a sequence of 12 geometrical 
figures. The first set of 48 cards was divided into four increasingly complex 
sequences of 12 cards each, that consisted of increasingly less discriminable 
elements. These four sequences served as examples that were put in the upper 
slot, to be matched by the children in the lower slot using the cards from the 
second set. Example sequences were presented one after another, with a new 
sequence being presented only after the group successfully matched the previ­
ous one. 
After each example sequence, kindergarten triads were given the 12 cards 
corresponding to the example, preselected from the second set. Their task 
therefore was restricted to deciding about the correct order of figures. First-
grade triads matched the example sequences using the total second set. In 
addition to creating the correct order, their task included the selection of the 
correct cards. The second version of Patterns differed from the first version 
in only one respect. In the second version, children were asked to match the 
example sequences in the upper slot in a reversed order in the lower slot. 
Cube. The children's task was to build a cube from scratch that was so 
large that no one child could build it on his own. Eight colored wooden 
blocks (20 χ 20 χ 20 cm) and 12 120 cm long sticks formed the materials for 
this game. Each block contained just enough holes on different sides, in 
which the ends of the sticks exactly fitted. The blocks thereby served as the 
elements with which the sticks could be connected to one another. In this 
way, a large cube could be constructed from the eight blocks and the 12 
sticks. A small model of a cube was first presented to the group, and the 
boys were then asked to build a large copy of this model using the large 
blocks and sticks. To prevent the task from being too difficult, different 
sticks were marked by colors that corresponded to the colors of sticks in the 
model. 
The only way to build the cube was by making the connections between 
sticks and blocks simultaneously for different parts of the cube. The lengths 
of the sticks made it impossible for any group member to work on more than 
one connection at the same time. Therefore, the size of the cube necessarily 
required children to cooperate. In the second version of the Cube game, three 
sticks and two blocks were added. With these extra sticks and blocks, a roof 
could be built on top of the Cube, thereby giving it the form of a house. In 
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this second version, a small model of this house was shown to the group, and 
the children were then asked to build a large copy of the house using the large 
sticks and blocks. 
Puzzles. A jo χ 80 cm puzzle board and two puzzles were used. The 
pieces of each puzzle were triangular with straight edges, instead of the usual 
curved edges. The second puzzle contained even more pieces, which were 
also smaller than those of the first puzzle and was, therefore, more complex. 
The two puzzles were presented to the group one after another, with the 
second puzzle being presented only after the group had successfully com­
pleted the first one. Children were shown a picture of each puzzle and were 
asked to match this picture using the pieces of the puzzle on the puzzle board. 
The puzzle board was put in an upright position before the children, and 
since the puzzle pieces had straight edges, a piece would fall down if put 
somewhere on the board without being surrounded by other pieces. 
Therefore, puzzles had to be built upwards, starting from the bottom of the 
puzzle board. This meant that two children would have to hold pieces in the 
correct places on the board, while the third group member added new pieces. 
The puzzle had to be complete before all pieces would remain on the board 
without being held in place. The upright position of the puzzle board 
combined with the form of the pieces required children to work together 
toward completion of the puzzle. In the second version of this game the same 
procedure was followed. Two new and more complex puzzles were used that 
consisted of more and smaller pieces than the first two puzzles, with the 
fourth puzzle also being more complex than the third puzzle. 
Truck. Fourteen colored wooden blocks (20 χ 20 χ 20 cm) and 23 sticks 
of different lengths formed the materials for this game. Each block con­
tained holes on different sides, in which the ends of the sticks exactly fitted. 
The blocks thereby served as the elements, with which the sticks could be 
connected to one another. In this way, a large truck could be constructed 
from the 14 blocks and the 23 sticks. A small model of the truck was pre­
sented to the group, and the children were then asked to build a large copy of 
this model using the large blocks and sticks. To prevent the task from being 
too difficult, different sticks were marked by colors corresponding to the 
colors of the sticks in the model. 
The only way to build the truck was by making the connections between 
sticks and blocks simultaneously for different pans of the truck. The lengths 
of the sticks made it impossible for any group member to work on more than 
one connection at the same time. Therefore, in this cooperation game, the 
size of the elements required the group members to cooperate. In the second 
version of the Truck game, six wooden wheels were added. These wheels 
could be affixed to the six blocks at the bottom of the truck, thereby making 
the truck mobile. In this second version, the same model of the truck was 
shown to the group, and the children were now asked to build a large copy of 
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the truck with the large blocks and sticks and to add the six wheels to the 
truck. 
Competition Games 
Four competitive games were used: Tower, Fish, Dominoes, and Quarks. 
Each competitive game also had two versions, with the second version being a 
more complex variation of the first. Different materials were used in the 
four competitive games, but they were designed according to one similar 
principle. Each game required children to compete for a limited set of 
objects and each child needed as many elements as was possible in order to 
win the game. The procedure for the competitive games also followed one 
format. Children were first told they were going to play a game in which 
only one child could win and that they would have exactly three minutes to 
try to win it. The play objects were put in the middle of the carpet and the 
goal of the game was explained. The examiner then gave a start signal and 
also signalled how much time was left two minutes, one minute, and 30 
seconds before the end of the game. When the three minutes were up, the 
examiner stopped the game and announced a winner. Each competitive game 
was then played a second time for another three minutes to obtain a total of 
six minutes of videotaped behavior in each competitive task. The materials 
and goals of each competitive game are described below. 
Tower. Thirty small (10 χ 10 χ 10 cm) and 30 medium sized (15 χ ij χ 15 
cm) wooden blocks were used. The goal of this game was for each boy to 
build a tower from the blocks. The boy who built the highest tower would 
be the winner of the game. In the second version of this game, 30 medium 
sized (IJ χ 15 χ 15 cm) and 30 large (20 χ 20 χ 20 cm) blocks were used from 
which even higher towers could be built. 
Fish. Twenty-five small wooden fish, three 80 cm long fishing-rods, and 
four colored circles representing a pond with three islands in it were used for 
this game. Each boy chose an island and the goal was for each boy to catch as 
many fish from the pond as possible with his fishing-rod and put them on his 
own island. The boy who ended up with the most fish on his island was the 
winner. In the first version of Fish, each boy had his own fishing-rod with 
which he could catch fish independently of his play partners. In the second 
version, the ends of the three fishing-rods were connected to one another. This 
meant that only one fish could be caught at any given moment, which then had 
to be moved to one of the three islands. This extension in the second version 
increased the competitive character of the Fish game as compared to the first 
version of this game. 
Dominoes. One hundred colored dominoes and three 80 cm long boards 
with 80 numbered squares each were used. Each boy chose a board and the 
goal was for each boy to make a row by putting one domino in each succes­
sive square on his board. The boy who made the longest row would win the 
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game. In the second version of Dominoes, each board was extended with a 
bridge that each boy's row of dominoes had to cross. 
Quarks. Twenty-five small wooden space animals (called quarks), three 
80 cm long rods, one colored circle representing outer space, and a wooden 
space station with three terminals were used for this game. Each boy chose a 
terminal of the space station. The goal for each boy was to use the rod to 
catch as many quarks in space as was possible and to bring them to his own 
terminal. The boy who ended up with the most quarks at his terminal was the 
winner. In the first version of Quarks, at the start of the game, the quarks 
were spread out in outer space and they could be caught by any of the three 
boys. In the second version the quarks were all collected at their own termi-
nal in the middle of the space station and could be caught by only one boy at 
a time. Boys therefore had to take turns in catching the quarks. This exten-
sion in the second version increased the competitive character of the Quarks 
game as compared to the first version. 
Unstructured Games 
Every play session included a subphase in which boys' interactions were not 
constrained by playing a particular game as was the case in the cooperative 
and competitive subphases. In this unstructured subphase, the three boys were 
given two toys (one very attractive and one less attractive) to play with as 
they liked. 
As attractive toys, objects or games were chosen that children are known 
to find very appealing, but with which only one child could play at the same 
time. As less attractive toys, small toys were used that children usually have 
in their homes. In the four sessions of Wave 1, the attractive toys were a 
guitar, a typewriter, a play robot, and a miniature pinball machine. The less 
attrattive toys were miniature cars in Wave 1. In the four sessions of Wave 2, 
the attrattive toys were a typewriter, a miniature pinball machine, a mechani-
cal game, and a miniature electronic piano. As less atttractive toys, small 
puzzles were used in Wave z. 
In each unstructured subphase, children played until at least six minutes 
of behavior had been recorded. At this point, if a boy had not already had 
the opportunity to play with the attractive object, he was given the chance to 
do so for a brief period. 
Division of Rewards Task 
A division of rewards task was added to sessions 1 and 3 of each measurement 
wave. This task required the group to divide an even number of desirable 
objects (e.g., eight marbles) across the three members of the group. This ba-
sically meant that the desirable objects could not be equally divided among 
the boys. For each variant, the three boys were given the set of objeas. They 
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were told that they were free to take them home. They were asked to try to 
divide the objects as fairly as possible among the group members, so that 
every group member was satisfied with his share. 
In Session ι of Wave i, the boys in each triad were given eight colored 
marbles. They then negotiated the distibution of the marbles, until they had 
reached a solution that was acceptable to every group member. If the group 
could not reach a consensus after five minutes, the examiner ensured that every 
boy received at least two marbles. 
Similarly, eight colored dice were divided in Session 3 of Wave 1. In 
this division game, the procedure was extended with a second phase. After 
the children had divided the eight dice, the examiner told them that he or she 
had found another one, that could also be taken home by one of the group 
members. The division task thereby entered a new phase, since the number of 
objeas to be divided now changed from eight to nine, which caused the 
group to reconsider its solution. If the group did not reach a solution in this 
case, the examiner saw to it that each boy received exactly three dice. 
In Wave 2, children were to divide 11 objects (11 bills of play money in 
Session 1; 11 pieces of candy in Session 3). In these cases, if the group mem­
bers could not agree on a solution themselves, the examiner saw to it that each 
boy received at least three bills of play money or three pieces of candy. 
Table 2.3 
Cooperative, Competitive, Unstructured, and Reward Division Games in the 
Four Play Sessions of Wave 1 and Wave 2 
Game Type 
Wave 1 
Cooperation 
Competition 
Unstruaured 
Reward division 
Wave 2 
Cooperation 
Competition 
Unstruaured 
Reward division 
Session 1 
Patterns 
Tower 
Guitar 
Marbles 
Puzzles 
Dominoes 
Typewriter 
Play money 
Session 2 
Cube 
Fish 
Typewriter 
— 
Truck 
Quarks 
Pinball 
— 
Session 3 
Patterns 
Tower 
Robot 
Dice 
Puzzles 
Dominoes 
Mechanical 
Candy 
Session 4 
Cube 
Fish 
Pinball 
— 
Truck 
Quarks 
Piano 
— 
PLAY GROUP SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 
Children's play behavior was evaluated in three ways: (a) with a detailed 
coding system focussing on dyads on a 10-second interval basis, (b) by ratings 
of dyads on an antisocial-to-prosocial scale in each game of each play session, 
and (c) by examiner rankings of boys based on their behavior in each play ses-
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sion as a whole. In addition, information was gathered about children's class­
room behavior using: (a) peer nominations, (b) teacher C.C.Q. evaluations, 
and (c) a teacher problem checklist. 
Dyadic Coding of Sodai Interaction 
An observation system was developed to obtain detailed codings of boys' 
social interactions in the play groups. The system was geared toward dyads, 
since the self-perpetuation hypothesis can only be tested by examining 
behavioral exchanges within dyads and taking the direction of these exchanges 
into account. A set of categories was derived from the literature and tested 
on children's interactions while completing the tasks described above. A fi­
nal set of categories was derived that exhaustively described children's inter­
actions and consisted of the following 12 categories: cooperation, fighting, 
disruption, shyness, help seeking, leadership, rough-and-tumble play, parallel 
phy, retreat, unidirectional phy, solitary play, and other. The coding system 
categories are mutually exclusive and exhaustively describe boys' play group 
social behavior. 
A full account of the development of the coding system and working 
definitions of the categories has previously been given by Heijnen and 
Liebrand (1989). It is emphasized here that contrary to all other categories, 
the categories 'unidirectional play', 'solitary play', and 'other' represent the 
absence of social interaction. Unidirectional play was coded for a target 
toward a partner when the target did not interact at all with this partner 
during an interval, but did interact with the other partner. Solitary play was 
coded for a target toward both partners when the target did not interact with 
either partner during an interval. The category 'other' was included to repre­
sent a small number of noncodable intervals, during which a child had moved 
outside of the camera's visual field or had otherwise blocked the video-
recording (e.g., by leaving the play carpet and making a funny face in front of 
the camera's lens). This distinction between interactive and non-interactive 
categories is important for later computations from observational data. 
Three observers worked simultaneously to code the videotape recordings 
of the 77 triads in the four sessions of Wave 1. In each play session, ζ y 
minute blocks of play were observed in each of the cooperation, competition, 
and unstructured phases.6 These could be totalled to 6 3-minute blocks or 18 
minutes observation time per session. Within each 3-minute block, behavior 
was observed on a 10-second interval basis. Each observer coded the behavior 
The distribution of rewards task was left out of these codings, since the social reasoning 
involved makes this task less suited for the observation of social interactive behavior per 
se. Separate codings of this task focussing on the way children distributed the rewards 
were undertaken in the project by Van Vorstenbos and Vos (1988; cf. Damon & Killen, 
1982, for another example of the observation of peer discussions during a distributive 
justice problem in triads of 5-10-9 year-old children). 
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of one randomly chosen boy toward his two playmates. This means that two 
codes were given to a boy in every io-second interval — one each for his 
behavior toward each play partner in this interval. Across the four play ses­
sions, 72 minutes of play interaction (4 sessions χ з games χ 6 minutes) or 432 
io-second intervals were planned to be observed. Due to the loss of informa­
tion on some tapes, the actual number of intervals observed averaged 412.9 
(range 311-432). Of all intervals observed, the following percentages were 
coded into the 12 categories: 18% cooperation, $% fighting, 3% disruption, 
1% shyness, s% help seeking, 3% leadership, 1% rough-and-tumble play, 0% 
retreat, 51% parallel play, and 13% non-interactive. 
All Wave 1 videotapes were coded by a team of three observers. One of 
the three observers participated in all Wave 1 codings. This person served as 
the standard against which other observers were trained. Since execution of 
the Wave 1 coding procedure extended across a i-year period, the other two 
observers could not participate in all Wave 1 codings. After the first third of 
the Wave 1 codings, the second observer was replaced by a new observer. Yet 
another new observer took the third observer's role after two-thirds of the 
codings. This replacement schedule created a sufficient amount of continuity 
within the observation team across the coding of all tapes. 
The total number of 3-minute blocks observed was 11,088 (231 subjects χ 
2 play partners χ 4 sessions χ 6 3-minute blocks per session). To assess inter-
coder agreement, 1,367 3-minute blocks or 12% of the total time observed 
was coded twice by two different coders. This yielded a total of 24,606 
double coded io-second intervals. Cohen's ν was computed with a computer 
program designed to assess agreement on nominal data (Agree-4 Version 4.0; 
Popping, 1983). Agree-4 is limited to a maximum of 9,999 observed inter­
vals. Therefore, the 24,606 intervals were split into three random subsets of 
about 8,000 intervals each. Cohen's К across categories had an identical value 
of .59 in each subset, yielding a moderate overall reliability coefficient. 
Cohen's к per category correlated .76, .73, and .99 between the subsets. Two 
correlations were lower than the third, because 'retreat' never occurred in two 
subsets, yielding an artificial К of .00. With 'retreat' deleted, К correlated 
•97· ·93> and .97 between subsets. Consequently, it's were averaged across the 
three subsets yielding .57 (cooperation); .62 (fighting); .49 (disruption); .54 
(shyness); .44 (help seeking); .39 (leadership); .74 (rough-and-tumble play); 
.14 (retreat); .62 (parallel play); and .72 (non-interactive). These values indi­
cate that low to moderate reliability coefficients were found on the level of 
individual categories. 
On-task behavior was coded in half of all intervals (51%; see above). 
When 'non-interactive' was added, two thirds of the time observed was on-
task or non-interactive (64%), and one third was interactive (36%). It was 
argued that task behavior was the background against which children's interac­
tions occurred, and that the quality of the interactions determined children's 
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evaluations by their peers. Thus, proportion scores were computed for the 
interactions of each subject with each play partner in each session. A propor­
tion score was computed for each of the eight interactive categories by 
dividing the number of intervals in which the category was coded to the total 
number of intervals in which any interactive category was coded. 
The overall proportions were .493 (cooperation); .145 (fighting); .098 
(disruption); .026 (shyness); .143 (help seeking); .078 (leadership); .016 (rough-
and-tumble); and .001 (retreat). These scores indicated the proportion of 
interaction in which each interactive category occurred. Proportions and 
frequencies correlated .68 (cooperation); .93 (fighting); .90 (disruption); .98 
(shyness); .87 (help seeking); .89 (leadership); .96 (rough-and tumble); and .88 
(retreat; η = 231, ρ < .ooi). Finally, the similarity is noted between the 
characterization of interactions by adult observers and what children sponta­
neously mentioned about their interactions (see the section on open-ended 
questions). In either case, half of the interactive incidents observed or 
remembered were cooperative, one quarter was aggressive or disruptive, and 
the remaining quarter represented the remaining interactive categories. 
Examiner Judgments 
In Wave 2, the two examiners who gave the instruaions and videotaped the 
play session also independently rank ordered the three boys at the end of each 
session on cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, leadership, 
and liking. Judgments were based on the play interactions just completed. 
For each of these seven criteria, the boys for whom the corresponding behavior 
or evaluation was the most and least characteristic received a score of 1 and 3, 
respectively. The remaining boy was given a score of 2. Ties were allowed 
whenever an examiner could not make a choice between two boys. An aggre­
gated ranking score was computed by averaging the rankings of the two 
examiners for each boy's behavior in each play session. 
Double rankings were given as a safeguard against poor agreement. The 
maximum number of double rankings by two examiners was 5,880 (210 
subjects χ 4 sessions χ j categories). Two nonmissing codes were available 
for 5,212 rankings (89%). The agreement of rankings across the 5,212 double 
rankings was .32 (Cohen's к). The number of nonmissing double codes per 
category ranged from 673 to 810. The agreement of rankings computed for 
each category separately ranged from .17 (for help seeking) to .43 (for fight­
ing). The third column of Table 2.5 indicates the value of Cohen's Jffor each 
category. As shown in this column, low to moderate agreement was found 
both overall and per category. Computing Cohen's к on the scale values of a 
ranking system yields a conservative test of agreement. Agreement between 
examiners computed in terms of correlations (Pearson's r) was higher: The 
overall correlation was .43, ranging from .24 (for help seeking) to .58 (for 
fighting; see the last column of Table 2.5). 
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Dyadic Ratings of Social Interactions 
From the videotape recordings of the play sessions in both waves, six inde­
pendent coders rated the subjects' social behavior on a 5-point scale as very 
antisocial (scale value -2), antisocial (scale value -i), neutral (scale value o), 
prosocial (scale value +1), or very prosocial (scale value +2). Haters were 
students in child psychology who had successfully followed a course on social 
and personality development and were knowledgeable of children's antisocial 
and prosocial behaviors through practical experience and/or research. We 
briefly discussed with them several examples of antisocial behavior (e.g., 
starting a fight, disrupting another child's play, being bossy), and prosocial 
behavior (e.g., playing cooperatively, offering help, enjoying to play with 
another child). The following working definitions were given of the five 
points of the rating scale: 
-2.· Insulting, hitting, kicking, biting, throwing objects, fighting, acting aggres­
sively, clearly observable physical and/or verbal aggression, general aggres­
sive behavior. 
-1: Teasing, imitating or calling names in a teasing way, disturbing play, taking 
away a toy, not letting another child play, constandy asking to take turns, 
general negative behavior. 
o: Acting neutral. 
+1: Parallel play, being nice, encouraging another child, offering help, being 
involved with and/or directed towards the other child, general positive 
behavior. 
+2: Being cooperative and supportive, being very involved with the other child, 
clearly enjoying playing together, rough-and-tumble play and having fun 
together, general cooperative behavior. 
A coder watched the videotaped recording of a triad in a game in a play 
session, then stopped the video, and rated each boy's behavior toward each 
play partner separately on the 5-point scale based on the play interactions 
during the observed game (six ratings were thus given after each game, i.e., of 
boy A toward boy В and boy C, of boy В toward boy A and boy C, and of 
boy С toward boy A and boy B). The behavior of each boy toward each play 
partner was rated after each game (cooperative, competitive, unstructured, 
and division) of each of the four play sessions of each wave. Each game was 
always independently observed by two different coders. The ratings of the 
videotaped recordings from Wave 1 were performed by four of the six 
coders. They followed a rotating system in which the six possible combina­
tions of the four coders occurred an equal number of times. The ratings of the 
videotaped recordings from Wave 2 were performed by the remaining two 
coders. 
32 
DATA COLLECTION AND CODING 
Double ratings were given for all play interactions as a safeguard against poor 
agreement. The maximum number of double ratings was 12,348 (147 triads 
across the two waves χ 14 games across the four sessions in each wave χ 6 rat­
ings per game). Two nonmissing ratings (-2, -1, o, +1, or +2) were available 
for 12,120 ratings (98%). Cohen's ν determined with Agree-4 (see above) on 
two random subsets of 6,030 and 6,090 double ratings averaged .44 (.43 and 
.45 for the two subsets separately) yielding moderate interrater agreement. 
Computing Cohen's Kon the scale values of a rating system is a conservative 
test of agreement. Agreement computed by correlating both ratings yielded 
an overall correlation of .60 (see Table 2.5). An aggregated score was com­
puted from the double ratings of each boy's behavior toward each play partner 
in each game. The two separate ratings ranging from -2 to +2 were summed 
to one score on a 9-point scale ranging from -4 to +4, which was then trans­
formed to one score on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 to 9. 
CLASSROOM SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 
Classroom Peer Nominations 
Three behavioral nominations were added to the classroom sociometrie 
interviews of Wave 2. Every boy and girl in each selected boy's new class 
named the three boys who cooperated the most, the three boys who started 
fights the most, and the three boys who were the most shy of all boys in class. 
Before each nomination, a description of the criterion behavior was read to 
the child. The descriptions of cooperation, starting fights, and shyness of the 
pre- and post-play structured ratings were used for this purpose. The number 
of nominating peers (or, the class size minus 1) averaged 26.0 (range 15-40) for 
the 228 boys whose status was reassessed in Wave 2. The number of nomina­
tions received averaged 5.2 (range 0-23) for cooperation, 6.2 (range 0-27) for 
starting fights, and 2.9 (range 0-14) for shyness, and correlated -.28 (p < .010) 
between cooperation and fighting, -.03 (n.s.) between cooperation and shyness, 
and -.19 (/> < .010) between fighting and shyness (я = 228). The correlation of 
the standardized number of nominations with the standardized liked score 
used to assess status was .63 (/> < .001) for cooperation, -.60 (ƒ> < .001) for 
starting fights, and -.02 (n.s.) for shyness (n = 228). 
Teacher C.C.Q. Evaluations 
Each boy's teacher was asked to describe the child's personality and behavior 
using a Dutch version of the California Child Q-set of Block and Block 
(1980). On the item, construct, and scale level, the C.C.Q. has shown good 
psychometric properties and has been validated in different samples of 
elementary school-aged children in The Netherlands (e.g., see Van Lieshout, 
33 
DATA COLLECTION AND CODING 
Riksen-Walraven, Ten Brink, Siebenheller, Koot, Mey, Janssen, & Gillessen, 
1986). 
The C.C.Q. consists of 100 widely ranging statements about the psycho-
logical characteristics of children. These 100 statements are to be sorted into 
nine categories indicating the degree to which a statement is characteristic of 
the child (1 = not at all characteristic for this child; 9 = very much characteris-
tic for this child). A forced-choice format is followed that leads to a 
rectangular distribution of statements across the nine categories. Eleven 
statements are ultimately placed in each category, with the exception of the 
middle category, into which 12 statements are sorted. Completing the sort 
requires the sorter to use an ipsative strategy. The sorter determines the 
relative applicability of each statement to the child, rather than the child's 
position on each statement relative to other children. 
The applicability of the 100 items to the child provides detailed 
information about the child's personality and behavioral characteristics. In 
addition, construct scores can be computed from a child's profile across the 
total item set. Two well-known constructs are ego-resiliency and ego-
control (see Block & Block, 1980). In addition, other construct scores can be 
computed. Of interest in this research are those pertaining to classroom 
social adjustment (e.g., hypersensitivity and imbalance) and social behavior 
(e.g., cooperation, leadership, aggression, and disruption). 
Not all teachers participated in this part of the project. C.C.Q. 
descriptions were completed by the teachers of 167 out of 231 selected boys 
in Wave 1. For the 210 boys participating in play sessions in Wave 2,130 of 
them received the C.C.Q. evaluation. C.C.Q. descriptions were available in 
both measurement years for 113 of the selected boys. There was no relation-
ship between the availability of teacher C.C.Q. evaluations and children's 
sociometrie status types. The sociometrie status distributions of the 167 
boys evaluated in Wave 1, the 130 boys evaluated in Wave 2, and the 113 boys 
evaluated in both waves did not differ from the distribution in the total sam-
ple. The stability of the Q-sort was .46, computed as the mean correlation 
of the scores of the 100 items between Wave 1 and Wave 2, averaged across the 
113 subjeas who had a Q-sort evaluation in both waves. 
Teacher Problem Checklist 
In addition to the C.C.Q. in both waves, teachers checked on a 3-item check-
list whether or not each child had a physical problem, a learning problem, or 
a social-emotional problem. Table 2.4 gives the numbers and percentages of 
boys for whom the checklist was filled out in each wave having one of the 
three problems or a combination of problems. This information is also 
listed for the boys for whom the checklist was available in both waves. 
About equal percentages of boys were reponed in each problem category in 
the two waves. Of the boys with combined problems, one boy in Wave 1 and 
34 
DATA COLLECTION AND CODING 
two boys in Wave 2 had all three problems. The remaining boys with com­
bined problems had combinations of two problems. Thirty-one boys had 
problems in both waves, and 16 of these had multiple problems. Of the boys 
with problems, the numbers and percentages that were of a rejeaed status are: 
(a) 35 of the 60 boys in Wave 1 (j8%); (b) 39 of the 58 boys in Wave 2 (67%); 
and 19 of the 31 boys across waves (61%). Of the boys with combined prob­
lems, the numbers and percentages of rejected boys are: (a) 10 of the 12 boys 
in Wave 1 (83%); (b) 15 of the 19 boys in Wave 2 (79%); and (с) и of the 16 
boys across waves (69%). 
Table 2.4 
Numbers and Percentages of Boys With Problems in Wave 1, Wave 2, and Across 
Both Waves 
Physical 
Learning 
Social-emotional 
Combinations 
Total 
Wave 1 
(И = 209) 
21 ( IO.O% ) 
23 ( 11.0% ) 
4 ( i.9%) 
12 ( 5.8% ) 
6 0 ( 2 8 . 7 % ) 
Wave 2 
(я = ібо) 
18 ( 11.3% ) 
16 ( 1 0 . 0 % ) 
5 ( 3·ΐ% ) 
19 ( 11.9% ) 
58(36.3%) 
Both Waves 
(я = 149) 
6( 4-0%) 
7( 4.7%) 
2 ( 1.3%) 
1 6 ( 1 0 . 8 % ) 
3 1 ( 2 0 . 8 % ) 
PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES 
Intercoder Agreement 
Table 2.J presents the complete results of the determinations of observer 
agreement (Cohen's к) in the three data sets where categorizations by 
multiple coders occurred. Good overall agreement (.92) was found for the 
assignment of answers to open-ended questions to one of 10 categories. 
Moderate overall agreement (.59) was found for the assignment of 10-second 
intervals of play behavior to one of 10 categories. Low overall agreement 
emerged for ratings (.44) and rankings (.32) of play behavior. However, V 
yields a conservative test in these two cases, since it requires coders to use the 
points of a continuous scale in exactly the same way. The correlation between 
coders was .60 for ratings, and .43 for rankings (range .24 for help seeking to 
.58 for fighting; see Table 2.5). These moderate correlations were the basis 
to compute aggregate scores across coders for ratings and rankings, which was 
possible because double ratings and rankings had been planned for all obser­
vation units. The next section includes information about the reliability of 
these aggregated scores. 
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Table 2.5 
Overview of Determinations of Interceder Agreement (Cohen's к)1 
Open-ended questions1 Dyadic codings? Examiner rankings4 
Category 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Overall 
{n = 1,988) 
к 
•94 
-93 
•9i 
I.OO 
— 5 
•94 
—6 
•92 
(я = 24,6o6) 
V 
•57 
.62 
•49 
•54 
•44 
•39 
.447 
•59 
(И = 5,212) 
к г 
.19 .зо 
•43 58 
•4i 55 
•35 -47 
.17 .24 
•39 -49 
•Зі ·4ΐ 
•32 -43 
1
 See the text for a detailed explanation of all computations. 
1
 Values for the categories unique to this data set: .89 (not-disruptive); .84 (not-interactive); 
.82 (not-relevant); and .98 (nonsense). 
3 Values for the categories unique to this data sec .74 (rough-and-tumble play); .14 (retreat). 
4 The η for each category ranged between 673 and 810. 
5 Zero occurrences. 
в Not assessed. 
7 Since this measure is not present in the dyadic codings, the value from the dyadic ratings is 
presented in this cell. The corresponding correlation between raters was r= .60 (я = 
11,120, p < .OOl). 
Homogeneity Across Assessments 
To assess the homogeneity of scores, Cronbach's α was computed across 
assessments as follows. For structured ratings, a was computed for each 
behavior across 36 scores (6 interviews χ з judgments - by two peers and self 
— χ 2 waves). This was done similarly for the paired comparisons of liked-
most play partners. For open-ended questions, α was computed across 18 
items (6 interviews χ з judgments, in Wave 1 only). For the observed propor­
tions of play interaction and for the rankings of play behavior, a was deter­
mined across four scores for each category (four play sessions). For play 
ratings, α was computed across 56 scores (14 games χ 2 partners χ 2 waves). 
Table 2.6 presents the results of these computations. Good homogeneity 
coefficients were found for the main variables (cooperation, fighting, disrup­
tion, shyness, help seeking, leadership, and liking) in each data set, supporting 
their suitability for further analysis. 
36 
DATA COLLECTION AND CODING 
Table 2.6 
Overview of Determinations of Homogeneity Coefficients (Cronbach 's a)1 
Category 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Ratings 
(« = 195) 
a 
•58 
.82 
•79 
.81 
.80 
•75 
•73 
Open 
(я 
questions2 
= i9S) 
a 
•71 
•74 
•74 
—4 
—4 
.68 
•795 
Codings3 
(я = 230 
a 
.82 
.89 
.78 
•89 
.83 
•71 
.926 
Rankings 
(я = 2I0) 
α 
M 
.78 
•74 
.82 
•57 
•79 
•7i 
I Sec the text for a detailed explanation of all computations. 
1 Values for the categories unique to this data sen .63 (not-disruptive); .62 (not-interactive); 
.49 (not-relevant); .63 (nonsense). 
3 Values for the categories unique to this data set: .67 (rough-and-tumble play); .23 (retreat). 
4 Zero occurrences. 
5 Since this measure is not present in the open questions data set, the value from the post-play 
paired comparisons is presented in this cell. 
^ Since this measure is not present in the dyadic codings, the value from the dyadic ratings is 
presented in this cell. 
Validity of Games and Measures 
In this last section, two analyses regarding the validity of the data will be 
presented. First, a check will be made of whether the games elicited differ­
ent patterns of play behavior. Second, intercorrelations will be presented of 
the measures derived for the main behavioral categories within and between 
data sets. This analysis is particularly important, since it concerns the 
variables on which further analyses will be based. 
Game manipubrìon. Table 2.7 presents the mean corrected frequencies 
for each category in each game. Some categories occurred infrequently (e.g., 
shyness), which may have resulted in heterogeneous error variance. To test for 
this effect, a multivariate Box's M test for the homogeneity of variance was 
performed, which yielded a significant effect, F ($61,122,297) = 2.13,/) < 
.001. Univariate Cochran's С tests indicated significant departures from 
homogeneity for 18 of the 36 variables involved. Inspection of the sample 
variances for these variables did not demonstrate extreme divergences. 
According to Winer (1971), one need be concerned about only relatively large 
departures from the hypothesis of homogeneity of variance because of the 
robustness of F tests. Since we found moderate departures from homogene­
ity, analysis of variance procedures remained applicable. 
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A 3 (Games) MANOVA on the frequencies (corrected for missing intervals) 
of the categories of the dyadic coding system in Wave ι yielded a significant 
multivariate effect for game, F (24, 896) = 167.62, ρ < .ooi. Table 2.7 pre­
sents the univariate Fs and the results of post hoc comparisons. Signifìcant 
univariate effects emerged for all categories except for retreat. The differ-
ences found for cooperation, fighting, disruption, and parallel play were par-
ticularly illustrative. In the unstructured parts less parallel play was observed 
as compared to the cooperative and competitive games. This was in line 
with the fact that the unstructured parts did not contain a rule-governed game. 
In the cooperative games, more cooperation was observed than in other 
games. In the competitive games, the highest amounts of fighting and dis-
ruption were observed. These differences between game types not only 
reflect the validity of the games that were used, but also of the observation 
measures. That is, invalid game manipulations would not have yielded 
observable differences in behavior, and an invalid coding system would have 
blocked the actual observation of these differences. 
Table 2.7 
Mean Corrected Frequencies of Social Behavior in Cooperative, Competitive, 
and Unstructured Games (n = 2}i)i 
Category 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Rough play 
Parallel play 
Retreat 
Unidirectional 
Solitary 
Other 
Cooperative 
24.10 a 
3.22 a 
1.16 a 
0.50 a 
4.62 a 
2.69 a 
0.36a 
S9-65a 
0.03 
1.82 a 
0.90a 
0.96a 
Competitive 
11.58 b 
7.51b 
4.79b 
0.29 a 
5-73b 
3.2бЬ 
о.4за 
62.84 b 
0.02 
1.74a 
1.09a 
0.72 b 
Unstructured 
16.35 c 
5.82 c 
4.13 c 
1.39b 
4-37* 
2.70a 
0.18 b 
33.83 с 
0.04 
16.78 b 
"•54b 
1.87 c 
Лмбо) 
251.51 
II8.I7 
24-75 
10.76 
12.77 
4-85 
14.17 
844-43 
0.35 
814.18 
334-13 
27-45 
Ρ 
.ooo 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.000 
.008 
.000 
.000 
.705 
.000 
.000 
.000 
1
 Means within rows not sharing identical letters differ significantly from each other (ƒ> < 
.050) in a planned-comparison test. 
InterreUtions of main measures. Aggregated proportions across partners and 
sessions were computed from the dyadic codings for the six main categories 
of social behavior. An aggregated prosocial rating was similarly computed 
across partners and sessions. This overall rating was seen as an acceptance 
score, to create an analogy to the liked scores in the remaining data sets. The 
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averaged examiner rankings per session were further averaged across sessions 
to scores on the same aggregation level as those derived from dyadic codings 
and ratings. The upper panel of Table 2.8 gives the correlations of these 
aggregated behavioral scores. Above the diagonal are the correlations among 
the scores from dyadic codings and ratings. Below the diagonal are the 
correlations among the aggregated ranking scores. On the diagonal is the 
correlation for each category between the two data sets. 
Table 2.8 
IntercorreUtions of Separate and Composite Observational Measures and 
Interview Measures (t^ips)1 
Examiner rankings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Structured ratings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Interview measures 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Coop. Figh. 
•JJ -
-•43 
-•SO 
.20 -
•13 
•19 
.61 -
.42 -
-•J» 
-•47 
-.21 
.04 
-.06 
. 58 -
.10 
-•43 
-•44 
-.29 
-.08 
-•13 
•45 -
53 
16 
86 
69 
oj 
40 
7» 
25 
61 
84 
55 
35 
35 
74 
18 
4 
74 
39 
M 
23 
53 
Disr. Shyn. Help. 
Dyadic codings and ratings 
-•49 -13 -29 
.49 -.26 -.33 
.20 -.18 -.17 
-.67 .22 -.14 
.05 .10 .02 
.27 -.63 -.17 
-.73 .48 -.01 
Open-ended questions 
-.18 .05 — 
.50 -.08 — 
.J7 -.08 — 
.71 .00 — 
.48 .63 — 
.38 .34 .40 
-.63 -.37 -.20 
Observational measures 
-.20 .$8 .56 
.89 .10 .50 
.11 .16 .J7 
.39 .00 .58 
.17 .62 -.0} 
.16 .32 .41 
-.56 -.23 -.08 
Lead. 
-.07 
-.03 
-.21 
-.28 
. 0 2 
•}2 
-•15 
.06 
-.07 
-.04 
. 0 0 
— 
-15 
-•27 
.62 
.62 
.60 
•19 
•49 
19 
-.12 
Ace. 
•54 
-.69 
-•53 
•19 
.04 
.08 
34 
. 2 2 
-.19 
-.29 
.06 
— 
- 0 5 
41 
-•23 
-•79 
-•79 
-.30 
-•57 
-.62 
•}0 
r'i. .23, ρ < .ooi; r£ J4, p< .050. 
Aggregated scores were also computed across partners and sessions from the 
open-ended questions and structured ratings. The middle panel of Table 2.8 
gives the correlations of these aggregated interview scores (within each data 
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set above and below the diagonal, and between the two data sets on the 
diagonal). Finally, all behavioral indicators for each category were 
averaged, and all interview scores for each category were averaged. The 
lower panel of Table 2.8 gives the correlations within and between these 
overall behavioral and interview measures. 
The pattern of relationships emerging from Table 2.8 can be summa-
rized as follows. Cooperation correlated negatively with fighting and 
disruption, two measures that were positively correlated with one another. 
Cooperation was positively related to acceptance, and fighting and disrup-
tion had high negative correlations with social acceptance. Finally, shyness, 
asking for help, and leadership demonstrated low positive intercorrelations, 
and low negative correlations with social acceptance. This pattern of rela-
tionships corresponds to what is known about the congruences of categories of 
children's social behavior (e.g., Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990), and 
therefore generally attests to the validity of the derived measures. 
The correlations in Table 2.8 between the same measures across methods 
were generally low, and moderate only in two cases (for cooperation and 
fighting between structured ratings and open-ended questions). These low 
correlations reflected a considerable amount of method variance between the 
four assessment techniques. The correlations between observational measures 
contained the method variance between observations on a 10-second interval 
basis (dyadic codings) and judgments based on an entire play session 
(examiner judgments). The correlations between interview measures in-
cluded the method variance between evaluations on a 5-point scale (structured 
ratings) and free recall data (open-ended questions). Internal consistency of 
measures across the four techniques assessed for each category by computing 
Cronbach's <X yielded the following values: .62 (cooperation), .75 (fighting), 
.62 (disruption), .56 (shyness), .52 (help seeking), .56 (leadership), and .74 
(acceptance). Moderate to good homogeneity was found, indicating that the 
four techniques formed an internally consistent set of assessments for each 
category of social-interactive behavior. 
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3 SOCIAL BEHAVIOR AND SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STABLE AND UNSTABLE 
SOCIOMETRIC STATUS GROUPS 
Sociometrie status measures a child's position in a group of peers, usually his 
or her class or grade, thereby reflecting the quality of the child's peer 
relations. Sociometrie status is thus an operationalization of children's social 
adjustment at school (Asher & Hymel, 1981). In addition, sociometrie status 
is known to be related to two further aspeas of children's and adolescents' 
psychological functioning. First, sociometrie indices are related to measures 
of academic achievement (Green, Forehand, Beck, & Vosk, 1980; Vosk, 
Forehand, Parker, & Rickard, 1982). This finding has initiated a discussion 
about the mutually facilitating influences among children's social adjustment 
at school and their successful acquisition of cognitive and scholastic skills 
(Asher, 1988; Van Lieshout, 1987; Zaal, 1980). Second, sociometrie indices 
are related to measures of adjustment in social contexts outside of the 
classroom (e.g., Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983; Putallaz, 1983), and 
to the individual's psychosocial adjustment in later life (Parker & Asher, 
1987). These findings suggest that sociometrie status not only represents 
social adjustment at school, but can be regarded as a global measure of social 
adjustment and/or adaptation. 
The empirical evidence concerning social status, school achievement, and 
social adjustment has mostly emerged from studies in which scores on the 
dependent measures were compared between children of different status 
types, whose status classifications were assessed within one school year. 
However, not all children retain their status over time, as was shown by 
research regarding the stability and change of sociometrie status across 
consecutive school years. The stability of social status was assessed using 
each of the two major classification methods, i.e., the standard score model 
(Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982), and the probability model (Newcomb 
& Bukowski, 1983). Two studies are particularly important in this respect. 
Coie and Dodge (1983) determined the stability of sociometrie status using 
the standard score method on a group of 96 first-grade and 112 third-grade 
children in a 5-year longitudinal study. They found that, overall, 36% of the 
popular children, 4$% of the rejected children, 2 j % of the neglected 
children, and 31% of the controversial children retained their status from one 
school year to the next. Significant correlations were found in this study 
from Year 1 to Year 2 for the continuous dimensions underlying the status 
classification, i.e., .57 and .$0 for peer acceptance, .54 and .71 for peer 
rejection, .65 and .70 for social preference, and .40 and .44 for social impact, 
for the first-grade and third-grade cohort, respectively. Newcomb and 
Bukowski (1984) determined the stability of sociometrie status using the 
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probability model for a group of 334 fifth-grade boys and girls. They found 
that 27% of the popular children, 41% of the rejeaed children, 20% of the 
neglected children, and 33% of the controversial children retained their status 
across a i-year interval. In this sample, stability coefficients (Pearson's r) 
across the year were .59 for acceptance, .$z for rejection, .51 for preference, 
and .61 for impaa (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1984). 
Although very similar results were found, contradictory interpretations 
have been made of the findings in these studies. On the one hand, Coie and 
Dodge (1983) argued that there is a reasonable amount of stability to 
sociometrie status, particularly for the rejected group. On the other hand, 
Newcomb and Bukowski (1984) stressed that the stability of sociometrie 
status is far from perfect, and that a considerable percentage of children 
change status types across the school years (Newcomb & Bukowski, 1984). 
This dilemma can be resolved by explicitly differentiating children with 
stable and unstable sociometrie positions, e.g., children who continue to be 
rejected and children who are temporarily rejected. Coie and Dodge (1983) 
found that by the end of elementary school, 50% of the rejected children 
continue to be rejected. Coie (1990) stated that, although rejection is a stable 
condition for some children, and few children move from rejected to 
popular, there is some instability to being identified as rejected. Thus, he 
argued that a distinction must be made between children who continue to be 
rejected by their school peer groups and those who change toward more 
acceptable peer status. 
To make such a distinction, scores on dependent measures must be com-
pared between groups of children based on their sociometrie status classifica-
tion in more than one school year. Following Coie's (1990) argument, the 
interest would primarily be in those children who are rejeaed in consecutive 
school years, since these children are continuously experiencing problems in 
peer relations. Contrasting with this group are children who are popular in 
consecutive school years. The stable status of these children indicates that 
they are continuously behaving in socially effective ways when interacting 
with their peers. Moreover, stable popular children would appear to repeat-
edly have new opportunities to further enhance their social-interactive skills. 
Of course, it is also important to ascertain why the statuses of some 
children change while those of others remain the same. An answer to this 
question may be found, at least partially, in children's social interactive 
behaviors. When elementary-school aged children evaluate their classmates' 
social-interactive behavior, a clear relation exists between prosocial behavior 
and peer acceptance, and between antisocial behavior and peer rejection 
(Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990). For example, Coie, Dodge, and 
Coppotelli (1982) found that peer ratings of rejected children were high on 
aggression, disruption, and help seeking, and low on cooperation and 
leadership. Among popular children, the opposite profile was found. Coie 
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et al. did not examine differences, however, between groups varying in status 
stability. In the present study this distinction was drawn, with the 
expectation that stable popular children and stable rejected children will 
evidence these behavioral profiles even more extremely. Stable popular 
children are expected to be more prosocial than unstable popular children, 
and stable rejected children are expected to be more antisocial than unstable 
rejected children. Similar effects are expected to be present in teachers' 
evaluations of children's social behavior in the classroom. Daily contact with 
the group makes the teacher a very adequate judge of children with both 
excellent and poor social-interactive skills (cf. Connolly & Doyle, 1981; La 
Greca, 1981; Ledingham, Younger, Schwartzman, & Bergeron, 1982; 
Ollendick, Francis, & Hart, 1985). Therefore, teachers' judgments of 
children's behavioral characteristics are also expected to yield more 
pronounced behavioral profiles for children who are consistently popular or 
consistently rejected when compared to children with changing status types. 
Additional comparisons were also based on several recent studies in 
which the correspondence was examined between poor peer relations and 
social maladjustment in school or low school achievement. For example, 
peer rejection has been shown to be related to extreme feelings of loneliness 
and social inadequacy (Asher & Wheeler, 1985); irritability, selfishness, and 
dishonesty (Carlson, Lahey, & Neeper, 1984); depression (Faust, Baum, & 
Forehand, 1985); social withdrawal, hyperactivity, and delinquency (French & 
Waas, 1985); hostility, peer maladaptiveness, overreaction, and doing less 
well in reading and arithmetic (Li, 1985); as well as low need for 
achievement, anxiety, and academic disability (Virtue & French, 1984). In 
this study, we would like to know whether stable rejected children are 
particularly maladjusted and prone to develop problems in school. 
Conversely, we would like to know whether stable popular children are 
particularly well adjusted, infrequently developing school problems. 
The behavioral and adjustment measures discussed above are tied to the 
context of the classroom. An important element of the social world of chil-
dren consists of critical social situations that put children's social-interactive 
skills to a test. Although a taxonomy of those situations does not exist, at 
least four types of situations are conceivable. First, there are group situations, 
in which cooperative efforts between the members of the group are required 
to yield an optimal group end product. Second, circumstances exist that 
challenge a person's ability to engage in a fair competition with another per-
son. Third, there are social situations in which it is necessary to take turns in 
the use of scarce recources. And, fourth, there are situations that ask for a just 
distribution of means. In each of these situations, an appeal is made to coop-
eration, leadership, and active participation, without the group process being 
restricted by hostility, disruptive behavior, or a dependent attitude. It is ex-
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pected that differences in social-interactive skills between stable popular and 
stable rejected children will clearly emerge in these situations. 
In sum, the stability of sociometrie status is believed to be a factor of 
importance to peer relations in child development. We assume that stable 
popular children and stable rejected children arc extreme groups regarding 
their social competence. Stable rejected children are hypothesized to be less 
socially competent than any other group of children. Stable popular children 
are assumed to be the most socially competent. Thus, extremç profiles are 
expected for stable rejected and stable popular children on five sets of social 
competence indices. First, the extreme characteristics of both groups will be 
reflected in measures of social behavior according to teachers, peers, and 
adult observers in the classroom and in analogue situations. Second, both 
groups will score at opposite extremes on teacher based measures of social 
deviance. And third, differences will emerge in the incidences of social-
emotional problems and problems with respect to the acquisition of 
scholastic skills in both groups of children. 
Three research questions are tested. The first question regards differ-
ences between social status groups on indices of social behavior, social ad-
justment, and reported problems; replication of results from previous studies 
is sought, especially comparing popular and rejected children to average 
children. Based on previous research (cf. Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990), 
popular children are expected to score higher than a group of children average 
in their status on prosocial behavior and measures of social adjustment, and 
lower on antisocial behavior, measures of social maladjustment, and reported 
problems. Rejected children, on the other hand, will score lower than the 
average group on prosocial behavior and adjustment, and higher on antisocial 
behavior, maladjustment, and reported problems. In addition to contrasting 
popular and rejected children with average children, the behavioral, adjust-
ment, and problem data descriptive of neglected children will be explored. 
Contrary to popular and rejected children, less specific predictions are pos-
sible for these children. In previous research, neglected children have 
generally scored between popular and rejected children on measures of social 
adjustment (Asher & Wheeler, 1985; Cantrell & Prinz, 1985; Carlson, Lahey, 
& Neeper, 1984; French 6c Waas, 1985; Virtue & French, 1984). Since 
neglected children scored less extremely than rejected children, these 
researchers concluded that there was not sufficient evidence to consider the 
group of neglected children зз at risk for later psychosocial maladjustment. 
The second research question concerns the differences between stable and 
unstable social status groups on measures of social behavior, adjustment, and 
reported problems. Stable popular children are hypothesized to be more 
socially effective than any other group of children. Stable rejeaed children 
are expeaed to be the least socially effective. Stable popular boys will be 
contrasted with unstable popular boys and stable rejected boys will be 
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contrasted with unstable rejected boys using planned comparisons. Not only 
should stable popular boys be more socially effective than rejected boys, they 
should also be significantly more socially competent than unstable popular 
boys (in terms of behavioral, adjustment, and problem scores). Similarly, 
stable rejected boys are not only expected to be less socially effective than 
popular boys, they are also expected to be significantly less socially 
competent than unstable rejected boys. 
The third research question concerns the issue of whether a continuum of 
social adaptation exists, on which stable popular and stable rejected groups 
are located at the extremes. Across a i-year interval in this study, four groups 
could be identified from the first year to the second, i.e., popular and 
rejected boys who retained their status (stable groups), and popular and 
rejeaed boys with changing status types (unstable groups). Across these four 
groups, means for prosocial behavior and social adjustment are expected to 
decrease from stable popular boys to unstable popular boys, unstable rejected 
boys, and stable rejected boys, in that order. Means on measures of antisocial 
behavior, social maladjustment, and reported problems are expected to 
increase from stable popular boys to unstable popular boys, unstable rejeaed 
boys, and stable rejeaed boys. Consequently, significant linear and inverse 
linear trends are expected to be found across the four groups, with stable 
popular and stable rejeaed boys scoring at opposite extremes. 
To answer these questions, children's scores on five sets of dependent 
variables will first be examined as a function of their sociometrie status. 
Second, the same five sets of variables will be analyzed as they relate to the 
stability of children's sociometrie status. The first three data sets consist of 
the same six measures of social behavior (i.e., cooperation, fighting, disrup-
tion, shyness, help seeking, and leadership; cf. Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 
1982), but obtained from the three different sources of information that were 
distinguished by Coie and Dodge (1988): peers - peer ratings of play group 
behavior, coders - detailed observations of play group behavior by trained 
adults; and teachers - observations of classroom behavior by school teachers. 
A measure of the social acceptability of the child's behavior according to 
peers, coders, and teachers is also available in each of these first three data 
sets. Teachers' evaluations of children in their class yield the fourth set of 
variables, containing twelve social adjustment scores. The fifth set of mea-
sures consists of two problem scores, indicating whether boys had been 
reported by their teachers as having learning problems or social-emotional 
problems. Similar procedures will be followed to compute each set of 
variables from the two measurement waves (see chapter 2). 
The comparisons of sociometrie status groups will be made separately 
within each wave of data collection with the five sets of data. Differences 
between popular, neglected, and rejected children will be explored on the 
data from Wave 1 on the five data sets. Differences between popular, average, 
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and rejected children will be tested on the data from Wave 2, particularly by 
contrasting popular and rejected children with average children. Stable and 
unstable popular and rejected children will be compared on the same 
measures of social behavior, social adjustment, and reported problems on 
which sociometrie status groups will be contrasted in Wave 1 and Wave 2 and, 
in this analysis, measurement year will be included as a factor. Finally, 
analyses for trend will be performed across the stable popular group, the 
unstable popular group, the unstable rejected group, and the stable rejected 
group.1 
METHOD 
Subjects 
Of the 231 boys that participated in the study in Wave 1, 97 boys were 
popular, 25 were neglected, and 109 were rejected. Since there were no 
average boys selected in the original sample, the comparisons in Wave 1 did 
not include an average status group. The mean age at the start of Wave 1 data 
collection was 6.1 years for the popular boys (range 4.1 to 7.7 years), for the 
neglected boys 6.2 years (range 4.3 to 7.9 years), and for the rejected boys 6.0 
years (range 4.1 to 8.7 years). In Wave 2, 210 of the 231 boys participated 
again in the study. At that time, 53 boys were popular in their class, 98 were 
average, two were neglected, and 57 were rejected. Because of a sample size 
of only two, a neglected group was not included in the Wave 2 status 
comparison. Excluding the two neglected boys yielded a final sample size 
of 208 boys for Wave 2. 
The numbers and proportions of popular, neglected, and rejected boys in 
Wave 1 that remained stable or changed to other status groups in Wave 2 are 
seen in Table 3.1. Of the popular boys, 50 percent remained popular across 
the i-year interval, 40 percent became average, and eight percent turned out to 
be neglected or rejected after a year. A very similar pattern emerged for 
rejeaed boys. Forty-six percent of the rejected boys stayed rejeaed from 
Wave 1 to Wave 2, 45 percent changed to average, and eight percent became 
neglected or popular. None of the boys who were neglected in Wave 1 still 
were neglected in Wave 2. Most of these boys became average (60%), with 
the remaining neglected boys changing to either the popular or the rejected 
group. 
Whether the popular-popular, popular-other, rejected-other, and rejected-rejected groups 
are ordered on a unidimensional continuum can also be tested by means of discriminant 
analysis (see Ferguson & Gillessen, 1991). 
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Table 3.1 
Number and Proportion of Subjects Remaining Stable or Changing to Other 
Soàometrìc Status Groups from Wave 1 to Wave 2 (n = i^i) 
Wave 1 
Popular 
Neglected 
Rejected 
Total 
η 
97 ( L O O ) 
25(1.00) 
109(1.00) 
231(1.00) 
Popular 
^ ( • 5 0 ) 
3 ( · η ) 
8 (.07) 
59 ( -4 ) 
Status Wave 
Average 
39 (-40) 
15 (.60) 
49 ( -4$ ) 
103 (-45 ) 
2 
Neglected 
1 (.01 ) 
o ( . o o ) 
I ( . O I ) 
2 ( . 0 I ) 
Rejected 
7( .07) 
7( .28) 
50 {.46) 
«4 (.28) 
Missing 
2 ( . 0 2 ) 
o ( . o o ) 
1 (.01 ) 
3 ( .01 ) 
As shown in Table 3.1, 48 boys were popular in both measurement waves. 
These boys formed a stable popular group in the analysis of stable and 
unstable status groups. A stable rejected group was formed by the jo boys 
who were rejected in both waves. In addition to these extreme groups, there 
were two comparison groups. An unstable popuUr group consisted of 47 boys 
who were popular in Wave 1, but who had changed to another status type in 
Wave 2. An unstable rejected group consisted of the 58 boys who were 
rejected in Wave 1, but who were no longer rejected in Wave 2. These four 
groups together comprised 203 of the original 231 subjects, excluding the 25 
boys who were neglected in Wave 1, and also excluding the three boys for 
whom sociometrie status could not be reassessed in Wave 2. 
Measures 
Play observations. In each wave, subjects participated in a series of four play 
sessions in groups of three boys each. In the play sessions, several games were 
played that were meant to elicit as many interaaions as possible between the 
children in the group. All interactions in the play sessions were videotaped 
to be coded for social-interactive behaviors afterwards. Two types of cod­
ings were performed. First, dyadic codings were conducted on the videotapes 
of the play interactions of the 231 boys in Wave 1. That is, each boy's behavior 
towards each play partner was coded on a lo-second interval basis using a 15 
category system. The most important categories for the current chapter were 
(with inter-observer agreement as expressed by Cohen's к in parentheses): 
cooperation (.57), fighting (.62), disruption (.49), shyness (.54), help seeking 
(.44), and leadership (.39). Second, dyadic ratings were conducted of the 
videotaped interaaions of the 231 boys in Wave 1, and of the videotaped 
interactions of the 210 boys that participated in the play sessions in Wave 2. 
Each boy's behavior towards each play partner was always rated by two 
different raters on a 5-point scale ranging from very antisocial to very 
prosocial. The ratings of the two coders were summed to one score on a 9-
point scale. Inter-observer agreement, computed as the correlation between 
the ratings of the two coders of each dyad in each task in each session, ranged 
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from .88 to .97 across dyads, tasks, and sessions. A more detailed descrip-
tion of the structure of the play sessions and of the coding systems is given in 
chapter 2. 
Pre-pUy andpost-pUy interviews. Before and after each play session, each 
boy rated each of his two play partners on a j-point scale for each of the six 
behaviors cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, and 
leadership. Before each play session, each boy rated how frequently he 
expeaed each play partner to engage in each of the six behaviors (1 = not at 
all; 4 = very often). After each play session, each boy rated how frequently 
each play partner had actually engaged in each of the six behaviors. In the 
post-play interview, each boy also rated how much he liked each play partner 
after the play session (1 = not at all; 5 = very much). 
The California Child Q-set. Teachers completed the Dutch version of the 
California Child Q-set or C.C.Q. (Block & Block, 1980; Van Lieshout et 
al., 1986). The C.C.Q. consists of 100 widely ranging statements describing 
the personality and behavioral characteristics of children. These 100 
statements are sorted into nine categories that indicate how characteristic a 
statement is for a child (1 = not at all; 9 = very much). The forced-choice Q-
format requires eleven items to be sorted in each category, except for the 
middle category (scale point 5), into which twelve categories are sorted. 
The category into which each item is sorted yields the score for that item, 
ranging from one to nine. 
Problem checklist. In addition to the C.C.Q., teachers completed a 
problem checklist, on which they indicated: (1) whether a child had any 
physical problems; (2) whether a child had any learning problems; and (3) 
whether a child had any social-emotional problems. When a question was 
answered affirmatively, the teacher described the nature of the problem in 
more detail and indicated whether the child was enrolled in special training 
(e.g., remedial teaching), or was receiving professional help (e.g., 
psychotherapy). 
Social Acceptance and Social Behavior 
Overview. In both waves, acceptance and behavioral measures for boys in the 
selection were gathered from three sources of information: peers, teachers, 
and adult coders. From each source, scores were computed for social 
acceptance, and for six social behaviors, i.e., cooperation, fighting, 
disruption, shyness, help seeking, and leadership. For each source of 
information, the acceptance score was computed in the same way for Wave 1 
and Wave 2. Also, the behavioral scores from peers and teachers were 
computed similarly for both waves. The behavioral scores derived from 
observations by adult coders of the videotaped play sessions were computed 
differendy for both waves, since the same behavior observations from Wave 1 
were not available in Wave 2. 
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Реет assessments. Peer judgments of social acceptance were computed in both 
waves from the post-play liking ratings. In the interviews after each of four 
sessions, each boy was rated by his two play partners on a 5-point scale 
according to how much they had liked him after they had been playing 
together. A composite acceptance score was computed by averaging each 
boy's received liked ratings across two partners and four sessions. 
Peer judgments of social behavior were computed in both waves from the 
pre-play and post-play ratings on cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, 
help seeking, and leadership. In the interviews before and after each session, 
each boy was rated on a 5-point scale by his play partners as to their 
expectations and interpretations of his behaviors. A composite score was 
obtained for each behavioral category by averaging each boy's received 
ratings across two partners, two interviews, and four sessions. The composite 
acceptance and behavior scores obtained from peers were standardized within 
each wave. 
Behavior observations. The acceptance score from adult coders was taken 
in both waves from the dyadic ratings of interactions. In each task in each 
session, two coders gave a score from one to five according to how antisocial 
versus prosocial each boy's behavior towards each play partner was. The 
scores from the two coders were summed to an aggregated score ranging 
from one (most highly antisocial) to nine (most highly prosocial). A 
composite acceptance score was computed by averaging each boy's overall 
antisocial to prosocial score across two partners, three tasks, and four sessions. 
Behavioral scores from adult coders were derived from the dyadic 
codings in Wave 1. In each session, each boy's behavior towards each partner 
was coded separately on a 10-second interval basis into one of 15 categories 
(see chapter 2). The number of intervals each boy spent in interaaion with 
each partner was computed for each session by subtracting the number of 
intervals coded into one of the non-social categories from the total number of 
intervals observed. Proportion scores per session expressed the amount of 
cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, and leadership that 
took place between each boy and each partner. These scores were computed 
by dividing the number of intervals assigned to each category by the number 
of intervals spent in interaction. A composite score was calculated for each 
behavior by averaging each boy's proportion scores across two partners and 
four sessions. 
Since dyadic codings were not available in Wave 2, behavioral scores 
from adult coders were taken from the dyadic ratings. In Wave 2, the 
examiners recording the sessions rank ordered the boys in the triad on each of 
the six behaviors after each session. These within-session, within-triad 
rankings were reversed to have a higher score indicate a more characteristic 
behavior for the child. A composite score for each behavioral category in 
Wave 2 was computed by averaging each boy's reversed rankings across two 
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examiners and four sessions. The composite acceptance and behavior scores 
obtained from adult coders were standardized within each wave. 
Teacher assessments. Teacher judgments of social acceptance were 
derived in both waves from a child's behavioral profile across the total set of 
too items of the C.C.Q. A prototypical Q-sort profile for social acceptance 
was developed empirically by Weite (1986), who correlated the composite 
Q-sort profiles of 171 children with the number of liked nominations each 
child had received in his or her class. The resulting correlation for each item 
served as the criterion value for that item in the Q-sort definition of social 
acceptance. A teacher based social acceptance score was obtained in our 
study by correlating boys' actual Q-sort profiles with the acceptance profile 
(Wehe, 1986). Van Lieshout et al. (1986) reported the reliability and 
validity of the social acceptance profile score in Dutch samples. 
Teacher judgments of social behavior were derived in both waves from 
the C.C.Q. descriptions teachers had completed. A 3-item scale was 
aggregated for each of the six behavioral dimensions as follows (internal 
consistencies as measured by Cronbach's α are given in parentheses): 
cooperation (.84) — is considerate of other children, is helpful and cooperative, 
tends to give, lend, and share; fighting (.84) - teases other children, is 
aggressive, behaves in a dominating manner with others; disruption (.7$) — 
does not use or respond to reason, is disobedient and noncompliant, is 
stubborn; shyness (.69) - tends to keep thoughts and feelings to self, tends to 
give in when in conflia with others, is shy and reserved and makes social 
contacts slowly; help-seeking (.73) - tends to be indecisive and vacillating, 
dependent and lacking autonomy, not self-reliant; leadership (.62) - is 
admired and sought out by other children, is resourceful in initiating 
activities, is verbally fluent. The six scale scores, each ranging from one to 
nine, were computed for each subject by averaging the subject's scores on the 
three constituent items (see Van IJzcndoorn, 1989, for a description of the 
way items were selected for each construct). The composite acceptance and 
behavior scores obtained from teachers were standardized within each wave. 
Social Adjustment and Reported Problems 
Overview. Twelve social adjustment scores were derived from the C.C.Q. 
descriptions teachers had completed. Four adjustment scores were construct 
scores based on a child's behavioral profile across the 100 Q-sort items. The 
remaining scores were computed from eight different scales consisting of 
three Q-sort items each. In addition, two problem scores were derived from 
the problem checklist teachers had completed. 
Construct scores. Construa scores were computed for ego-resiliency, ego-
undercontrol, self-esteem, and depression. Ego-control, or impulse 
modulation, is seen as a continuum ranging from undercontrol (reflecting a 
lack of impulse control and delay of gratification) to overcontrol (refleaing 
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excessive impulse control and delay of gratification). Ego-resiliency is the 
capacity to adapt one's level of ego-control to contextual demands, ranging 
from flexible and resourceful adjustment to changing circumstances, to 
inflexibility and inability to regain from stressful events (Block & Block, 
1980). These prototypical Q-profiles were obtained from three clinical 
judges, who for each construct described a hypothetical child, that would 
score most highly on the construct (Block & Block, 1980). In a similar way, 
prototypical Q-profiles were obtained for the constructs self-esteem and 
depression (Van Lieshout et al., 1986). The sorts for each construct were 
averaged to composite Q-sort definitions of ego-resiliency, ego-
undercontrol, self-esteem, and depression. The correlations of a child's 
actual Q-description with the construct definitions serve as the child's 
construct scores, indexing the similarity between the personality of the child 
as seen by the teacher and the constructs as defined by clinical judges. Van 
Lieshout et al. (1986) have also reported the psychometric properties and 
validity of C.C.Q. construct scores for Dutch samples. 
Scale scores. A 3-item scale was aggregated for each of eight social 
adjustment variables as follows (internal consistencies as measured by 
Cronbach's α are given in parentheses): anxiety (.75) - is fearful and anxious, 
is inhibited and constricted, becomes anxious when the environment is 
unpredictable or poorly structured; stress (.73) - tends to become rigidly 
repetitive or immobilized under stress, cannot recoup or recover after 
stressful experiences, tends to go to pieces under stress; hypersensitivity (.73) -
is easily offended and sensitive to ridicule or criticism, tends to be 
suspicious and distrustful of others, over-reacts to minor frustrations and is 
easily irritated; imbaUnce (.67) - has transient interpersonal relations, has 
rapid shifts in mood and is emotionally labile, is not planful and does not 
think ahead; dishonesty (.81) — attempts to transfer blame to others, is not open 
and straightforward, cannot be trusted and is not dependable; sadness (.71) -
reverts to immature behavior under stress, cries easily, tends to be sulky or 
whiny; impulsiveness (.67) - is restless and fidgety, is unable to delay 
gratification, is inattentive and not able to concentrate; competence (.80) - has 
high standards of performance for self, appears to have high intellectual 
capacity, is competent and skillful. The eight scale scores, each ranging from 
one to nine, were computed for each subject by averaging the subject's scores 
on the three constituent items (cf. Van IJzcndoom, 1989). 
Reported problems. In both waves, a learning problem score and a social-
emotional problem score were available for those boys for whom a problem 
checklist was filled out by their teacher. A discrete score for each problem 
type indicated whether a problem of that type was present or absent for the 
child. 
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RESULTS 
Comparison of Popuhr, Neglected, and Rejected Boys in Wave ι 
In Wave i, the sample consisted of 231 boys, of which 97 boys were popular, 
25 boys were neglected, and 109 boys were rejected. These popular, 
neglected, and rejected boys were compared using the data from each of the 
five data sets in Wave 1. Peer ratings of social behavior and social acceptance 
were available for 195 of the 231 boys, of which 81 boys were popular, 21 were 
neglected, and 93 were rejected. The first panel of Table 3.2 gives the mean 
standardized peer ratings for the boys in the three status groups. Observations 
of social behavior and social acceptance were available for all 231 boys. The 
second panel of Table 3.2 presents the mean standardized observation scores 
for the boys in each status group. Teacher C.C.Q. evaluations were available 
for 167 of the 231 boys (68 popular boys, 20 neglected boys, and 79 rejected 
boys). The third panel of Table 3.2 summarizes the mean standardized 
teacher ratings of social behavior per status group, and the fourth panel 
contains the mean teacher-based adjustment scores per status group. Finally, 
the teacher problem report was available for 209 of the 231 boys (88 popular 
boys, 24 neglected boys, and 97 rejected boys). The fifth panel of Table 3.2 
gives the percentage of boys in each status group in Wave 1 for which each 
problem type was present. 
Before using analysis of variance tests, the assumption of homogeneity of 
variance was investigated in a series of multivariate Box's M tests. A signifi­
cant multivariate effect was found for observation scores, F (56, ij,68i) = 1.87, 
ρ < .ooi. Univariate Cochran's С tests indicated a significant departure from 
homogeneity for fighting, shyness, and acceptance. A significant multivariate 
effect was also found for adjustment scores, F(i$6, 9,641) = 1.38,^ < .001. 
Univariate С tests here indicated significant departures from homogeneity 
for sadness, impulsiveness, and competence. Inspeaion of the sample vari­
ances for the observation and adjustment scores for which the hypothesis of 
homogeneity of variance was rejected did not reveal extreme divergences. 
According to Winer (1971), one need be concerned about only relatively large 
departures from homogeneity because of the robustness of F tests. Since 
moderate departures were found, analysis of variance procedures remained 
applicable. 
The data of Wave 1 were analyzed in a 3 (Status Groups) multivariate 
analyses of variance conducted separately for the peer ratings, observation 
scores, teacher ratings, adjustment scores, and problem scores. The right two 
columns of Table 3.2 list the univariate main effects of status for the 
dependent variables in each multivariate analysis. Significant univariate 
status effects were then analyzed using a Tukey (type A) honestly significant 
difference (HSD) test adapted to the case of unequal cell sizes (Winer, 1971). 
The results of these a posteriori contrasts are also shown in Table 3.2. 
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The MANOVA on the seven peer ratings yielded a significant multivariate 
effect for status, /'(14, 370) = 3.21,/) < .001. Significant univariate status ef­
fects were found for five of the seven scores with cooperation and leadership 
not yielding significant effects. When contrasting popular and rejected boys, 
popular boys scored significantly higher on acceptance, and rejected boys 
scored significantly higher on fighting, disruption, shyness, and help seeking. 
Neglected boys scored significantly lower than popular boys on acceptance, 
and significantly higher than popular boys on fighting and disruption. 
Neglected boys did not differ significantly from rejected boys on the seven 
peer ratings. 
The MANOVA on the seven observation scores yielded a significant 
multivariate effect for status, F (14, 442) = 4.16,/) < .001. Significant 
univariate status effects were found for five of the seven scores with shyness 
and leadership not yielding significant effects. When contrasting popular and 
rejected boys, popular boys scored significantly higher on acceptance and 
cooperation, and rejected boys scored significantly higher on fighting and 
disruption. Neglected boys scored significantly lower than popular boys on 
acceptance, significantly lower than rejected boys on fighting and disruption, 
and significantly higher than rejerted boys on help seeking. 
The MANOVA on the seven teacher ratings yielded a significant multi­
variate effect for status, F (14, 314) = 4.61, p < .001. Significant univariate sta­
tus effects were found for six of the seven scores with only shyness not yield­
ing a significant effect. When contrasting popular and rejected boys, popular 
boys scored significantly higher on acceptance, cooperation, and leadership, 
and rejected boys scored significantly higher on fighting, disruption, and 
help seeking. Neglected boys scored significantly lower than popular boys 
on acceptance, significantly higher than popular boys on fighting and disrup­
tion, and significantly higher than rejected boys on cooperation. 
The MANOVA on the twelve adjustment scores yielded a significant 
multivariate effect for status, F (24, 304) = 2.43, ρ < .ooi. Significant univari­
ate effects were found for 10 of the 12 scores; the anxiety and stress variables 
did not demonstrate a significant status effect. Popular boys scored signifi­
cantly higher than rejected boys on ego-resiliency, self-esteem, and compe­
tence. Rejected boys scored significantly higher than popular boys on ego-
undercontrol, depression, hypersensitivity, imbalance, dishonesty, sadness, 
and impulsiveness. Neglected boys scored significantly lower than popular 
boys on ego-resiliency, self-esteem, and competence, and significantly higher 
than popular boys on hypersensitivity, imbalance, and impulsiveness. 
Neglected boys did not differ from rejected boys on any of the social 
adjustment variables. 
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Table 3.2 
Mean Standard Social Behavior, Standard Acceptance, and Adjustment Scores, 
and Percentages With Problems for Popuhr, Neglected, and Rejected Boys in 
Wave i(n = 231)1 
Peer Ratings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Observation Scores 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Teacher Ratings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Adjustment Scores 
Ego-resiliency 
Ego-undercontrol 
Depression 
Self-esteem 
Anxiety 
Stress 
Hypersensitivity 
Imbalance 
Dishonesty 
Sadness 
Impulsiveness 
Competence 
Reported Problems 
Learning 
Social-emotional 
Popular 
(n = Si) 
.110 
- . 4 7 2 
- 3 9 4 
-.319 
-.234 
-.125 
•37i 
(n=97) 
.332 
-.411 
-.182 
- . 0 3 0 
. 0 7 6 
. 0 4 7 
.320 
(n = 6S) 
•347 
-445 
-.467 
. 0 0 6 
-.239 
.384 
.$66 
(n = 68) 
.520 
- . 0 8 4 
- .362 
•49J 
3-5° 
3-71 
3-33 
3.08 
2.72 
2.51 
3-34 
6.57 
(n = 88) 
10.23 
0 . 0 0 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
ab 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
Neglected 
(n=2l) 
-.154 
.238 b 
.182 b 
-.022 ab 
.102 ab 
•195 
-.216 b 
(п = 2д 
-.044 ab 
-.256 а 
-.231 а 
.077 
.362 а 
.0О5 
-.148 b 
(η =20) 
.253 » 
.124 Ь 
.187 Ь 
.017 
. і і 8 ab 
-.064 ab 
-.089 ь 
(η = 2θ) 
.328 b 
.029 ab 
-.249 ab 
.317 b 
3.92 
3.78 
4.47 b 
4.27 b 
3.60 ab 
3.30 ab 
4.50 b 
5 5 5 Ь 
(η =24) 
1 6 . 6 7 
o.oo a 
Rejected 
(η =93) 
- . о б і 
.358 b 
.302 b 
.282 b 
.181 b 
.064 
-.275 b 
(n = 109) 
-.285 b 
•414 b 
.215 b 
. 0 0 9 
-.150 b 
- . 0 4 3 
-.251 b 
(n = 79) 
-.363 b 
.352 b 
•354 b 
- . 0 1 0 
.176 b 
-.314 b 
-.465 b 
(n = 79) 
.230 b 
.086 b 
-.211 b 
.235 b 
3-75 
3.89 
4.92 b 
4.81 b 
4.37 b 
3.41 b 
4.84 ь 
5.30 b 
(n=97) 
1959 
12.37 b 
Status Effect 
F(2,192) 
0 . 9 0 
18.38 
12.12 
8.43 
3-97 
1.22 
Ю.52 
F(2, 228) 
1 0 . 6 4 
22.29 
4 . 9 6 
0.12 
3.2І 
0.21 
9-31 
F(2,l64) 
I I . I 5 
13-57 
14.85 
0.01 
3 . 4 0 
9-93 
25.20 
F(2,l64) 
16.35 
9 . 0 2 
5.02 
1 3 9 9 
0.45 
0.27 
14.05 
1 9 5 3 
17-45 
5-74 
14-43 
1 0 . 3 4 
F(z,2oQ 
1.58 
7 - 7 9 
Ρ 
АО? 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 2 0 
. 2 9 6 
. 0 0 0 
Ρ 
. 0 0 0 
.ooo 
. 0 0 8 
.888 
. 0 4 2 
.815 
. 0 0 0 
Ρ 
.ooo 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
. 9 9 2 
.036 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
Ρ 
.ooo 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 8 
. 0 0 0 
. 6 4 1 
. 7 6 7 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 4 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
Ρ 
. 2 0 9 
.OOI 
1
 Means within 
other (ρ < .050) 
rows not sharing identical superscripts differ signi 
in a Tukey (type A) multiple-range test adapted to the 
ficantly from each 
case of unequal cell 
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The MANOVA on the two problem scores yielded a significant status effect, 
F (4, 408) = 4.25, ρ < . οίο. A significant univariate effect for status was 
found for social-emotional problems. There were significantly more rejected 
boys with social-emotional problems (12%) than either popular and 
neglected boys, who actually were never reported as having social-emotional 
problems according to their teachers in Wave 1. 
Comparison of Popular, Average, and Rejected Boys in Wave 2 
The Wave 2 comparisons on each of the five data sets were performed on 208 
boys, of which J3 boys were popular, 98 boys were average, and 57 boys were 
rejected. Peer ratings of social behavior and social acceptance were available 
in Wave 2 for 172 of the 208 boys, of which 41 boys were popular, 87 were 
average, and 44 were rejected. The first panel of Table 3.3 gives the mean 
standardized peer ratings for the boys in the three status groups. Observations 
of social behavior and social acceptance were available for 202 of the 208 
boys (51 popular boys, 94 average boys, and 57 rejected boys). The second 
panel of Table 3.3 presents the mean standardized observation scores for these 
boys in each status group. Teacher C.C.Q. evaluations were available for 128 
boys in Wave 2 (33 popular boys, 62 average boys, and 33 rejeaed boys). The 
third panel of Table 3.3 summarizes the mean standardized teacher ratings of 
social behavior per status group, and the fourth panel contains the mean 
teacher-based adjustment scores per status group. Finally, the teacher 
problem report was available for 158 of the 208 boys, including 40 popular, 
73 average, and 45 rejected boys. The fifth panel of Table 3.3 gives the 
percentages of popular, average, and rejected boys with learning problems or 
social-emotional problems in Wave 2. 
The assumption of homogeneity of variance was investigated in a series 
of multivariate Box's M tests. A significant multivariate effect was found 
for adjustment scores, ^(156, 25,705) = 1.31,/x .010. Univariate Cochran's С 
tests indicated a significant departure from homogeneity for dishonesty and 
sadness. A significant multivariate effect was also found for problem scores, 
F'(6, 224,386) = 7.50, p< .001. Univariate С tests here indicated a significant 
departure from homogeneity for learning problems and social-emotional 
problems. Inspection of the sample variances for the adjustment and 
problem scores for which the hypothesis of homogeneity of variance was 
rejected revealed moderate departures from homogeneity. Therefore, 
analysis of variance procedures remained applicable. 
As with the Wave 1 data, the data of Wave 2 were analyzed in 3 (Status 
Groups) multivariate analyses of variance applied separately to the peer 
ratings, observation scores, teacher ratings, adjustment scores, and problem 
scores. The right two columns of Table 3.3 present the univariate results for 
the dependent variables in each multivariate test. Significant univariate 
effects for status were followed up by planned comparisons of the popular 
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and the rejected boys with the average boys. Table 3.3 also presents the 
results of these comparisons. 
The MANOVA on the seven реет ratings yielded a significant multi­
variate effect for status, /'(14, 324) = 2.58, ρ < .οίο. A significant univariate 
status effect was found for cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, and 
acceptance. Popular boys scored significantly higher than average boys on 
acceptance, and significantly lower than average boys on fighting, disruption, 
and shyness. Rejected boys scored significantly higher than average boys on 
fighting and disruption, and significantly lower than average boys on accep­
tance and cooperation. 
The MANOVA on the seven observation scores yielded a significant 
multivariate effect for status, F (14,384) = 3.28, ρ < .ooi. A significant uni­
variate status effect was found for fighting, disruption, shyness, and accep­
tance. Popular boys scored significantly higher than average boys on accep­
tance. In addition, popular boys scores significantly lower than average boys 
on fighting and disruption, whereas rejected boys scored significantly higher 
than average boys on fighting and disruption. 
The MANOVA on the seven teacher ratings yielded a significant multi­
variate effect for status, .F(i4, 236) = 4.81,/) < .001. A significant univariate 
status effect was found for cooperation, fighting, disruption, leadership, and 
acceptance. Popular boys scored significantly higher than average boys on 
acceptance, cooperation, and leadership, and significandy lower than average 
boys on fighting and disruption. Rejected boys scored significantly higher 
than average boys on fighting and disruption, and significantly lower than 
average boys on acceptance and cooperation. 
The MANOVA on the twelve adjustment scores yielded a significant 
multivariate effect for status, F^(24, 226) = 3.78, p < .001. Significant univari­
ate effects were found for all scores excluding anxiety, stress, and sadness. 
Popular boys scored significantly higher than average boys on ego-resiliency 
and self-esteem, and significantly lower than average boys on imbalance and 
impulsiveness. Rejected boys scored significantly higher than average boys 
on ego-undercontrol, hypersensitivity, imbalance, dishonesty, and impulsive­
ness, and significandy lower than average boys on ego-resiliency, self-esteem, 
and competence. 
The MANOVA on the two problem scores yielded a significant multi­
variate status effect, F (4, 306) = 4.71,/» < .001, and a significant univariate ef­
fect for both problem scores. The percentage of rejected boys with learning 
problems was significantly higher than the percentage of average boys with 
learning problems (38% vs. 15%). Although the percentage of rejected boys 
in Wave 2 with social-emotional problems (20%) was also twice as high as 
the percentage of average boys with social-emotional problems (10%), this 
difference failed to reach significance. Popular boys did not differ from 
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Table 3.3 
Mean Standard Social Behavior, Standard Acceptance, and Adjustment Scores, 
and Percentages With Problems for PopuUr, Average, and Rejected Boys in 
Wave 2 (n = 210)1 
Peer Ratings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Observation Scores 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Teacher Ratings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Adjustment Scores 
Ego-resiliency 
Ego-undercontrol 
Depression 
Self-esteem 
Anxiety 
Stress 
Hypersensitivity 
Imbalance 
Dishonesty 
Sadness 
Impulsiveness 
Competence 
Reported Problems 
Learning 
Social-emotional 
Popular 
fr-tt) 
•337 
-534 * 
-479 * 
-354 * 
-255 
-.036 
•553 * 
(»=я) 
•179 
-.332 · 
-337 
•452 · 
.OJI 
- . 0 7 1 
.4M * 
(n=)3) 
•550 ' 
-535 * 
-Я9 * 
.030 
-.261 
•473 * 
.6T£ · 
("=}}) 
•539 * 
-.064 
-387 
.$20 * 
3.20 
3.70 
3-3° 
3.07 * 
2.81 
2.61 
3.36 * 
6.Я 
(n = 40) 
7.50 
2.50 
Average 
(" = 87) 
.046 * 
. 0 0 7 
.013 
.04Ä 
. 0 2 9 
-.037 
. 00$ 
(я =94) 
.039 
-053 
-.094 
-.089 
- .027 
-.011 
-.090 
(n = Í2) 
.066 
- J 2 2 
-.104 
.098 
.022 
-.Oei 
.093 
(n = л ; 
•359 
- . 0 0 1 
-.284 
.362 
3.89 
3.98 
3.87 
4.04 
3.40 
2-75 
4.18 
5-73 
("=7}) 
15.07 
959 
Rejected 
(» = 44) 
-.417 * 
ЦЯ6 * 
439 * 
.258 
. 2 0 6 
.144 
-537 * 
(n=S7) 
-.230 
.381 * 
.461 * 
-.267 
- . 0 0 2 
.109 
-.341 
<n=3i) 
-.684 * 
.804 * 
.722 · 
-.222 
.218 
-.330 
-.805 * 
(»=33) 
лог * 
.I8I * 
-.169 
.118 * 
3.61 
4.09 
545 * 
5-71 * 
5-37 * 
3-44 
5-48 * 
4.87 * 
(n-4S> 
37.78 * 
2 0 . 0 0 
Status Effect | 
F(2,169) 
6.61 
12.38 
9.86 
4.30 
2.34 
0.J3 
14-47 
F(2, Iff) 
2.4З 
7-49 
10.06 
8.11 
0 . 1 0 
0.47 
8.73 
F(2, Щ) 
15-72 
20.52 
16.57 
I . I I 
1.94 
6.03 
23.18 
F(2.125) 
15.31 
13.76 
4.26 
13-49 
1.48 
0.49 
12.13 
23.82 
19.90 
2.4З 
14.70 
6.66 
F(2, iss) 
7-59 
3.56 
Ρ 
. 0 0 2 
.OOO 
.OOO 
.OI5 
.IOO 
.589 
.OOO 
Ρ 
.090 
.OOI 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
.904 
.626 
. 0 0 0 
Ρ 
.OOO 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
•333 
.148 
.003 
. 0 0 0 
Ρ 
.OOO 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 1 6 
. 0 0 0 
•233 
.611 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 9 2 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 2 
Ρ 
•OOI 
.031 
1
 A mean score indicated by an asterisk is significantly difTerent from the mean score for 
die average status group (p < .050) in a planned-comparison test. 
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average boys in terms of learning problems and social-emotional problems in 
Wave 2. 
Comparison of Stable and Unstable Popuhr and Rejected Boys 
In Table 3.4, the stable and unstable popular and rejected boys are labelled 
popular-popular (PP), popular-other (PO), rejected-other (RO), and 
rejected-rejected (RR), reflecting their consecutive status classifications in 
Wave 1 and Wave 2. Since wave will be a factor, only those subjects with non-
missing data in both waves can be entered into the analyses (i.e., 48 PP's, 47 
PO's, 58 RO's, and jo RR's; see Table 3.1). Peer ratings of social behavior in 
both waves were available for 33 stable popular boys, 38 unstable popular 
boys, 49 unstable rejected boys, and 34 stable rejected boys. The first panel 
of Table 3.4 reflects the mean behavior and acceptance scores of each group 
averaged across waves. Observation data existed in both waves for 40 stable 
popular boys, 44 unstable popular boys, 52 unstable rejected boys, and 44 
stable rejected boys. The second panel of Table 3.4 reflects the mean 
behavior and acceptance scores of each group averaged across waves. Teacher 
C.C.Q. descriptions were available for 18 stable popular boys, 27 unstable 
popular boys, 36 unstable rejected boys, and 19 stable rejected boys in both 
waves. The third panel of Table 3.4 presents the mean teacher ratings, and the 
fourth panel depias the mean adjustment scores for each subgroup averaged 
across waves. Problem reports were available for 28 stable popular boys, 36 
unstable popular boys, 41 unstable rejected boys, and 29 stable rejected boys 
in both waves. The lower panel of Table 3.4 summarizes the mean percentage 
of boys across waves with learning problems or social-emotional problems. 
The assumption of homogeneity of variance was investigated in a series 
of multivariate Box's M tests. A significant multivariate effect was found 
for peer ratings, /""(з^, 41,234) = i.20, p < .010. Univariate Cochran's С tests 
indicated a significant departure from homogeneity for acceptance. In addi­
tion, a significant multivariate effect was found for observation scores, F^315, 
62,035) = 1.22, ρ < .οίο. Univariate С tests here indicated a significant depar­
ture from homogeneity for fighting, shyness, and acceptance. A significant 
multivariate effect was also found for teacher ratings, ^ ( з ^ , 12,323) = 1.36, p 
< .001. Univariate tests showed a significant departure from homogeneity for 
dishonesty, sadness, and impulsiveness. Finally, a significant multivariate 
effect was found for problem scores, F (10, 17,046) = 1.89, p < .050, with 
significant univariate effects for learning problems and social-emotional 
problems. Inspection of the sample variances for the peer rating, observation, 
teacher rating, and problem scores for which the homogeneity hypothesis was 
rejected demonstrated moderate departures from homogeneity. Therefore, 
analysis of variance procedures remained applicable. 
The data were analyzed in 4 (Groups) χ 2 (Waves) multivariate analyses 
of variance calculated separately for the peer ratings, observation scores, 
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teacher ratings, adjustment scores, and problem scores. The right two 
columns of Table 3.4 list the univariate effects of the groups factor for the 
dependent variables in each multivariate comparison. Significant univariate 
effects for status were followed up by planned comparisons of the stable pop­
ular boys with the unstable popular boys and of the stable rejected boys with 
the unstable rejected boys. Table 3.4 also shows the results of these planned 
comparisons. 
The MANOVA on the seven peer ratings yielded a significant 
multivariate main effect for groups, F (21, 428) = 3.17, ρ < .ooi. A significant 
univariate groups effect was found for all scores except for leadership. Stable 
popular boys scored significantly higher than unstable popular boys on 
acceptance and cooperation. Stable rejected boys scored significantly lower 
on acceptance and cooperation, when contrasted to unstable rejected boys. 
The MANOVA on the seven observation scores yielded a significant 
multivariate main effect for groups, F (21, jo6) = 3.07, p < .001. A significant 
univariate groups effect was found for all scores except for help seeking and 
leadership. Stable popular boys scored significantly higher than unstable 
popular boys on acceptance, cooperation, and shyness, and significantly lower 
on fighting and disruption. Stable rejected boys scored significantly lower 
on shyness, when contrasted to unstable rejeaed boys. 
In addition, a multivariate groups by waves interaction was found, F(zi, 
506) = 2.35, p < .001. This interaction was caused by significant univariate in­
teractions for cooperation, /"(3,176) = 3.48,/) < .050; and fighting, F(3,176) 
= 6.53, p < .001. The interaction for cooperation was caused by the fact that 
stable popular boys scored significantly higher than unstable popular boys in 
Wave 1 (Afs = .$71 vs. .241), but not in Wave 2 (ΛΑ = .188 vs. .093). Stable 
rejeaed boys did not differ from unstable rejeaed boys either in Wave 1 
{Ms = -.365 vs. -.261) or Wave 2 (Afs = -.077 vs. -.046). The interaction for 
fighting was caused by the faa that the contrasts between stable and unstable 
groups were significant in Wave 2, but not in Wave 1. In Wave 1, stable popu­
lar boys {M = -.581) did not differ from unstable popular boys (M = -.398), 
and stable rejected boys (Λ/ = .528) did not differ from unstable rejected 
boys (M = .393). In Wave 2, however, stable popular boys (Af = -.394) scored 
significantly lower on fighting than unstable popular boys (Af = -.122), and 
stable rejected boys (Λ/ = .288) scored significantly higher than unstable 
rejected boys (M = -.052). 
The MANOVA on the seven teacher ratings yielded a significant multi­
variate main effea for groups, F (21, 266) = 4.51, ρ < .ooi. A significant uni­
variate groups effea was found for all scores except for shyness and help seek­
ing. Stable popular boys scored significantly higher than unstable popular 
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Table 3.4 
Mean Averaged Standard Social Behavior, Standard Acceptance, and 
Adjustment Scores, and Percentages With Problems for Stable Popular (PP), 
Unstable Popular (PO), Unstable Rejected (RO), and Stable Rejected (RR) 
Boys Across Wave 1 and Wave 2 (n = 203) 
Peer Ratings 
Cooperation' 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Observation Scores 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Teacher Ratings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Acceptance 
Adjustment Scores 
Ego-resiliency 
Ego-undercontrol 
Depression 
Self-esteem 
Anxiety 
Stress 
Hypersensitivity 
Imbalance 
Dishonesty 
Sadness 
Impulsiveness 
Competence 
Reported Problems 
Learning 
Social-emotional 
PP 
("=ІЗ) 
•357* 
-•593 
-•4*4 
-Збі 
-.356 
-.194 
.690* 
(η = 4o) 
•379* 
-488* 
-.426· 
. 2 5 1 · 
. 0 2 4 
-.013 
. 5 8 0 * 
(η = iS) 
.$66* 
-.647* 
- б « · 
- .029 
-•337 
•715* 
.890* 
(η = ι8) 
.614' 
-.069 
-•452 
.589* 
3.16 
3-37 
2.78 * 
2.79 * 
2.68 
2.38 
3.01 
7.ι8 * 
(η =28) 
5-36 
ι-79 
PO 
(η =38) 
.ο65 
-.341 
-.252 
-.222 
-.ο8ι 
-.ΙΟΙ 
•134 
(η =44) 
•074 
-.138 
. 0 4 0 
- . 0 9 2 
J 2 8 
- .029 
.220 
(η = 27) 
. 0 9 8 
-•323 
-.гіі 
.217 
-.056 
. 0 6 2 
.236 
(η = 27) 
•407 
-.076 
-.291 
•393 
3-94 
3.88 
3.63 
3.6ι 
З Ч 
2¿2 
3-57 
6.06 
(η =$6) 
9-72 
2.78 
RO 
(η = 49) 
- . 0 0 7 
.278 
. 2 0 4 
.261 
.і8з 
.115 
- . 1 6 7 
ГЯ = Р ; 
- 1 5 3 
.238 
.озі 
. I I I 
- . 2 0 0 
-.141 
-.261 
(η =36) 
-.141 
.052 
.048 
.обз 
.094 
-.166 
-.165 
(n=3¿) 
.292 
. 0 0 2 
-.224 
.295 
3-93 
4.16 
4-44 
4-37 
3.76 
3->5 
4.rf 
5 . 6 0 
(η =41) 
23-17 
10.98 
RR 
(η =34) 
- . 2 8 0 * 
•440 
•354 
•197 
.124 
.031 
-53* * 
(η = 44) 
-.221 
•340 
.252 
-.ι5ι * 
.127 
.ιι8 
-383 
(η = if) 
-.боз * 
.809* 
.780· 
-.298 
•259 
-.327 
-.922 * 
(η = If) 
.087* 
.187* 
-.154 
. 1 0 8 * 
3.62 
3.86 
5.63 * 
5.82 * 
5.61 * 
3.6ι 
5.68 * 
4-97 
(η = 2ρ) 
27-59 
13-79 
Group Effect 
Р(з.і$о) 
4.6ο 
14.38 
7-98 
5.28 
3 4 
І . і б 
15-58 
F(3.17Í) 
5-52 
11.39 
6 . 4 0 
2 .90 
2.26 
0 . 7 7 
12.42 
,9б) 
8.13 
13-53 
10.88 
1.32 
I.JI 
5.68 
20.53 
,9б) 
12.03 
7.8ι 
4.13 
1 0 . 0 6 
0.83 
1.36 
18.14 
19.21 
15-39 
3·ΐ5 
15.86 
7-47 
. J30) 
3.27 
2.46 
Ρ 
. 0 0 4 
.υοο 
.οοο 
. 0 0 2 
. 0 2 4 
.328 
.οοο 
Ρ 
.OOI 
.οοο 
.οοο 
.037 
.о8з 
Λΐι 
.οοο 
Ρ 
.οοο 
.οοο 
.οοο 
•173 
.217 
.OOI 
.οοο 
Ρ 
. 0 0 0 
.οοο 
.οο8 
.οοο 
•4*3 
•159 
.οοο 
.οοο 
.οοο 
. 0 2 9 
.οοο 
.οοο 
Ρ 
.023 
. 0 6 6 
1
 A mean score indicated by an asterisk is significandy different from the mean score of the 
same-status unstable contrast group (/> < .050) in a planned-comparison test. 
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boys on acceptance, cooperation, and leadership, and significantly lower on 
fighting and disruption. Stable rejected boys scored significantly higher on 
fighting and disruption, and significantly lower on acceptance and coopera­
tion, when contrasted to unstable rejected boys. 
The MANOVA on the twelve adjustment scores yielded a significant 
multivariate group effect, F^(36, 2$i) = 2.94,^ < .001. Significant univariate 
groups effects were found for all adjustment variables except for the anxiety 
and stress scores. Stable popular boys scored significantly higher than 
unstable popular boys on ego-resiliency, self-esteem, and competence, and 
significantly lower on hypersensitivity and imbalance. Stable rejected boys 
scored significantly higher than unstable rejected boys on ego-undercontrol, 
hypersensitivity, imbalance, dishonesty, and impulsiveness, and significantly 
lower on ego-resiliency and self-esteem. 
The MANOVA on the two problem scores yielded a significant 
multivariate main effect for groups, F (6, 256) = 2.33, ρ < .050, qualified by a 
multivariate groups by waves interaction, F (6, 2^6) = 2.90, ρ < .οίο. This 
interaction refleaed a significant univariate interaction for learning problems, 
FЧЗі Цо) = 4-9Ü, ρ < .οίο, caused by significantly different percentages of 
boys with learning problems in Wave 2, but not in Wave 1. In Wave 1, stable 
popular boys (10.7%) did not differ from unstable popular boys (8.3%), and 
stable rejected boys (17.2%) did not differ from unstable rejected boys 
(22.0%). In Wave 2, however, significantly fewer stable popular boys (0.0%) 
had learning problems than unstable popular boys (11.1%), and significantly 
more stable rejected boys (37.9%) had learning problems than unstable 
rejected boys (24.4%). 
Analysis of Trend Across Stable and Unstable Groups 
For each of the six peer ratings with a significant univariate groups effect (see 
Table 3.4), a significant linear trend across group means (weighted for 
unequal cell sizes) was found, i.e., acceptance, F (1,150) = 45.87,/» < .001; 
cooperation, F(i, 150) = 13.06, ρ < .ooi; fighting, F(i, 150) = 40.58,/» < .001; 
disruption, F(i, 150) = 22.88,p< .001; shyness, F(i, 150) = 12.65,p< -OO1! a n <l 
help seeking, F (1, 150) = γ.γζ,ρ < .οίο. Scores for acceptance and 
cooperation linearly decreased from stable popular to unstable popular, 
unstable rejected, and stable rejected boys. Fighting, disruption, shyness, and 
help seeking linearly increased across the four groups with stable popular boys 
and stable rejected boys scoring at opposite extremes. 
For each of the five observation scores with a significant univariate groups 
effect, a significant linear trend across group means (weighted for unequal 
cell sizes) was found, i.e., for acceptance, F {1, 176) = 35.41,^ < .001; 
cooperation, .F(i, 176) = 15.39, p < .001; fighting, F(i, 176) = 32.42, p< .001; 
disruption, ^ ( i , 176) = 15.92, ρ < .ooi; and shyness, .F(i, 176) = 3.88, ρ < .050. 
Scores for acceptance, cooperation, and shyness linearly decreased from 
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stable popular to unstable popular, unstable rejected, and stable rejected 
boys. Fighting and disruption linearly increased across the four groups with 
stable popular boys and stable rejected boys scoring at opposite extremes. 
For each of the five teacher ratings with a significant univariate groups 
effect, a significant linear trend across group means (weighted for unequal 
cell sizes) was found, i.e., for acceptance, F {ι, 96) = 6 0 . 4 1 , ^ < .001; 
cooperation, F{i, 96) = 23.86,/» < .001; fighting, F{i, 96) = 38.20,/) < .001; 
disruption, F (1, 96) = 30.82, ρ < .ooi; and leadership, F (1, 96) = 14.94, Ρ < 
.ooi. Scores for acceptance, cooperation, and leadership linearly decreased 
from stable popular to unstable popular, unstable rejected, and stable 
rejected boys. Fighting and disruption linearly increased across the four 
groups with stable popular boys and stable rejected boys scoring at opposite 
extremes. 
For each of the 10 adjustment scores with a significant univariate groups 
effect, a significant linear trend across group means (weighted for unequal 
cell sizes) was also found. These were: ego-resiliency, F (1, 96) = 35.46, /> < 
.001; ego-undercontrol, .F(i, 96) = 17.73,/»< .001; depression, F(i, 96) = 11.65, 
ρ < .ooi; self-esteem, .F(i, 96) = 29.52,/» < .001; hypersensitivity, F( i , 96) = 
53.79 ,/> < .001; imbalance, .F(i, 96) = 55.60,/» < .001; dishonesty, .F(i, 96) = 
39·67,/» < .ooi; sadness, F (ι, 96) = 9.21,/» < .οίο; impulsiveness, F (ι, 96) = 
44.64,/» < .ooi; and competence, F (ι, 96) = 21.45./» < ·ΟΟΙ. Stable popular 
and stable rejected boys consistently scored at opposite extremes on these 
adjustment variables. Means for ego-resiliency, self-esteem, and competence 
linearly decreased from stable popular to stable rejected boys. Means for 
ego-undercontrol, depression, hypersensitivity, imbalance, dishonesty, 
sadness, and impulsiveness linearly increased in that direction. 
For the problem scores, a significant linear trend across the means 
(weighted for unequal cell sizes) was found for learning problems, .F(i, 130) = 
10.30, p < .010. The percentage of boys with learning problems linearly 
increased across the four groups with stable popular boys having the least, and 
stable rejected boys having the most learning problems. 
DISCUSSION 
To replicate previously found results, and to validate the measures used, 
sociometrie status groups were compared on scores for social acceptance, 
behavior, adjustment, and school problems. In Wave 1, popular and rejected 
boys differed on 26 of the 35 acceptance, behavior, adjustment, and problem 
scores. Boys who were popular in their class were also more liked by peers in 
the play groups than rejected boys, and their behavior in the play groups and 
the classroom was generally perceived as more prosocial or acceptable by 
adult observers and teachers than the behavior of rejected boys. These 
differences in acceptance were reflected in behavioral differences. Popular 
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boys were cooperative in the play groups and were cooperative and good 
leaders according to teachers. Rejected boys were consistently seen as 
aggressive and disruptive by peers, adult observers, and teachers. Peers also 
evaluated rejected boys as being more shy than popular boys, and both peers 
and teachers perceived rejected boys as seeking more help than popular boys. 
Popular boys were more ego-resilient, had greater self-esteem, and were 
more competent than rejected boys. Rejected boys were more ego-
undercontrolled, depressed, hypersensitive, imbalanced, dishonest, sad, and 
impulsive than popular boys, and more rejected than popular boys had social-
emotional problems. 
In Wave 2, popular and rejected boys were contrasted with those boys in 
the sample who were then classified as average. Compared to average boys, 
popular boys were rated as more liked, less aggressive, and less disruptive by 
peers, and they were also observed to be more prosocial and less aggressive 
than average boys. The behavior of popular boys was rated as more 
acceptable than that of average boys by teachers, who also saw them as 
cooperative, good leaders, and not aggressive or disruptive. In addition, 
popular boys had higher ego-resiliency and self-esteem, and were less 
imbalanced and impulsive than average boys. Rejected boys were seen by 
peers as less liked and cooperative and more aggressive and disruptive than 
average boys, and were actually observed to be more aggressive and 
disruptive in the play sessions. The behavior of rejected boys was judged by 
teachers as less acceptable, less cooperative, more aggressive, and more 
disruptive in the classroom than that of average boys. Rejected boys were 
lower on ego-resiliency, self-esteem, and competence than average boys, but 
they were more ego-undercontrolled, hypersensitive, imbalanced, dishonest, 
and impulsive. Finally, more rejected boys than average boys had learning 
problems in school. 
In summary, the data replicate what is known about popular and rejected 
children. Rejected boys scored low on acceptance, and correspondingly were 
seen as aggressive, disruptive, and uncooperative. There was a link between 
poor peer relations and low academic achievement, since almost 40% of the 
rejected boys had learning problems in Wave z. Teachers also reported that 
rejected boys had low impulse control, low flexibility in adapting to change, 
and low self-esteem, and that they were hypersensitive, imbalanced, 
dishonest, and impulsive. The popular group is an accepted and well 
adjusted group. Interestingly, neither the degree of cooperative attempts, nor 
the percentage of reported problems discriminated between popular and 
average boys. We thus see, in line with previous findings, that the correlates 
of acceptance were not as clear-cut as the correlates of rejeaion (cf. Нагшр, 
1983). In support of the thesis that acceptance and rejection are orthogonal 
(Hartup, 1970, 1983), we further found that popular boys were more 
characterized by the absence of negative behaviors, and by a personality 
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structure that is balanced and not impulsive, with a good sense of self-worth, 
and an ability to flexibly adjust to changing social circumstances (i.e., ego-
resiliency). 
Apparently, teachers were aware of the fact that rejected children had 
problems in interactions with their peers. This finding contrasts with a 
finding from research conduaed in the United States. Janes, Hesselbrock, 
and Schechtman (1980) found that teachers only infrequently referred children 
to a child guidance clinic because of peer problems. The most frequent 
referral reasons were poor school achievement, behavior problems in the 
home, and behavior problems outside the home. This is surprising if, as our 
data suggest, teachers generally are aware of children's peer problems, also 
taking into account that the deleterious long-term effects of peer problems 
are known (Parker & Asher, 1987). We do not know whether this apparent 
mismatch is rooted within the school (e.g., the lack of a screening system for 
social-emotional problems), or within the guidance clinic (e.g., low 
effectiveness of intervention programs). Given the risk status of rejected 
children, however, there is a great need to design an adequate methodology 
for the referral and guidance of children who have poor relations with their 
peers. 
Despite the unequivocal risk status of rejected children, the risk status of 
neglected children has been the focus of debate (cf. Rubin, Hymel, LeMare, 
& Rowden, 1989). Some researchers found a divergent behavioral profile for 
neglected children. For example, Dodge, Coie, and Brakke (1982) observed 
that neglected children failed to integrate successfully into the peer group 
during recess. Others concluded that, even though neglected children may be 
behaviorally different from average children in some respects, they are not a 
group at risk for later social maladjustment (French & Waas, 1985; Rubin et 
al·. 1989). The data from Wave 1 in our study gave some additional insight 
into the characteristics of neglected children. On half of the variables in 
Table 3.2, the neglected group looked like an average group, scoring in the 
middle between popular and rejeaed, and not differing significantly from 
either group (or differing significantly from both groups, for one variable, 
i.e., fighting). On the other half of the variables, the neglected group looked 
more like a rejected group, not differing significantly from rejected, but 
differing significantly from popular boys. Similar to rejected boys, 
neglected boys scored low on acceptance, ego-resiliency, self-esteem, and 
competence, and high on disruption, help seeking, hypersensitivity, 
imbalance, and impulsiveness. However, the reverse was true for one variable. 
On social-emotional problems, the neglected group was similar to popular, 
and differed from rejected. Actually, as popular boys, none of the neglected 
boys had social-emotional problems according to the teacher. 
In sum, although the neglected group was similar to the rejeaed group 
on several adjustment measures, the neglected group did not seem to have 
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psychosocial problems. It may be argued that the rejected-like features of 
the neglected group were not serious enough to cause problems. This was 
partly true in our data. The stability data (Table 3.1) showed that two thirds 
of the neglected boys moved to a more favored status position one year later 
(popular or average). On the other hand, the remaining third of the neglected 
boys became rejected after a year. Planned comparisons in Wave 1 revealed 
that the neglected boys who became rejeaed were significantly less accepted 
(Ms = -.977 v s · ·ΐοι), more aggressive (Afs = .6J7 vs. -.268), more disruptive 
(NTs = .525 vs. -.179), and more undercontrolled (Afs = .187 vs. -.039), than 
the neglected boys who became average or popular. This means that the 
possible risk status of neglected children cannot immediately be disregarded 
as unimportant, for some neglected children may certainly be at risk. This 
also means that, instead of deciding about the risk status of children on the 
basis of one status measurement, such decisions may be negated when based 
on repeated assessments of sociometrie status in consecutive school years (cf. 
Bukowski & Newcomb, 1984). 
The stability data further showed that for both the popular group and the 
rejected group, half of the boys retained their status across the i-year interval. 
The remaining unstable boys primarily changed to average, a small subgroup 
moved to the opposite status group (from popular to rejeaed or vice versa), 
and an even smaller subgroup became neglected. Stable popular boys were 
hypothesized to be more socially successful than any other group. We found 
that stable popular boys were more accepted, cooperative, ego-resilient, had 
higher self-esteem, were more competent, and were less aggressive, disrup­
tive, hypersensitive, or imbalanced than unstable popular boys. Stable 
rejeaed boys were hypothesized to be less socially successful than any other 
group. Stable rejected boys were less accepted, cooperative, ego-resilient, 
had lower self-esteem, were more aggressive, disruptive, ego-under-
controlled, hypersensitive, imbalanced, dishonest, and impulsive than unsta­
ble rejeaed boys. Thus, stable popular and stable rejected children scored 
extremely on measures of social competence. Analyses for trend showed that 
they may be seen as extreme subgroups on a continuum of social competence, 
on which children with changing status types occupied middle positions. 
In many previous studies, the importance of peer relations to child 
development has been conclusively demonstrated (cf. Asher & Coie, 1990; 
Berndt & Ladd, 1989). The well documented differences between social sta­
tus groups were replicated in our study. Popular and rejected children were 
opposite groups in terms of social effectiveness and social adjustment. The 
focus of our study was direaed to children with stable social status types as a 
further aspect of children's peer relations. Although the stability of status 
classifications and the underlying dimensions have previously been studied 
psychometrically, the explicit comparison of stable and unstable status 
groups has not been undertaken so far. Stable rejeaed children have continu-
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ing peer problems, and therefore are at serious risk for later problems. The 
identification of this group is important to select children for clinical inter-
vention. Stable popular children are consistently well adjusted in their peer 
interactions. It would be interesting to study whether stable popular children 
could (unction as successful models or tutors to help other children develop 
more adequate social skills. Stable popular and stable rejected children are 
children with exceptional peer relations, the study of which will yield a 
further contribution to the expanding knowledge base about children's peer 
relations (cf. Ladd, 1989). 
The stability of sociometrie status is related to the identification of 
perhaps previously overlooked children who are at risk for rejection, that is, 
children who had a favorable status that has subsequently diminished. A 
provocative question for future research is why the status of these children 
changes. Since children do not suddenly lose their skills, other causes must 
be present, such ai a disruption at school or in the home environment. It may 
also be true that these children were skilled earlier when compared to class-
mates, only to have their classmates catch up with them a year later. 
Alternatively, the norms for acceptance may have changed from one year to 
the next. The search for an answer to this question lies in the results for the 
social adjustment measures (e.g., ego-resiliency, hypersensitivity, and im-
balance) when they will be considered in light of the demands that interac-
tions with peers of an older age impose. Another issue that must be taken 
into account in this respect is the fact that social skill is related to context. 
Changes in situational factors or the composition of the peer group may also 
have a detrimental effect on the level of social skill children display (cf. 
Dodge, 1985; Kloppers, 1988; Nederlof, 1988). 
Finally, the stability of sociometrie status is related to the possibilities 
of success for clinical intervention programs with rejected children. The 
primary targets for intervention should be the stable rejected children, since 
they are likely to stay that way and, as the data from this chapter showed, 
they are less socially adjusted than any other sociometrie group. Unstable 
rejected children should not be primary targets for intervention, since a good 
many of them are likely to improve in status. Actually, we may learn from 
observations of unstable rejected children what the behavioral characteristics 
are that predict a change from being rejected to more favorable status, and 
these behavioral characteristics may be emphasized in intervention. 
Therefore, two matters need attention: First, schools need an assessment 
strategy in which children's sociometrie status is repeatedly measured in 
consecutive school years, along with several other important indices of social 
competence. A systematic approach to the longitudinal and multidimen-
sional assessment of children's social development in the elementary school 
system has recently been formulated by Van Lieshout, Van IJzendoorn, and 
Liebrand (1990). Second, insight is needed into the reasons for stability and 
66 
STATUS AND STABILITV 
change of children's sociometrie status positions. In order to successfully 
influence change, it is necessary to understand the causes of stability that may 
counteract intervention efforts. A social-cognitive model for the stability of 
children's peer relations has originally been formulated by Ferguson (1984; 
see also Gillessen & Ferguson, 1989b, 1989c; Gillessen, Ferguson, Van Lier, & 
Hoeben, 1987; Ferguson, Gillessen, Van Lier, & Hoeben, 1989) and, in chapter 
5, this model will be tested. 
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4 THE COMPUTATION OF VALENCE SCORES FOR 
CHILDREN'S INTERPERSONAL EXPECTATIONS, 
BEHAVIOR, AND INTERPRETATIONS 
In an initial study to compare popular, rejected, neglected, controversial, and 
average children, groups were significantly distinguished by classroom peer 
nominations of six social roles, i.e., Leader, Starts Fights, Shy, Disruptive, 
Cooperative, and Asks for Help (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). In 
three later studies (Dodge, 1983; Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Putallaz, 1983; cf. 
Asher, 1983), these results were elaborated via detailed observations in 
analogue situations. These observations showed that a heterogeneous set of 
behaviors is relevant to the acquisition and maintenance of sociometrie status. 
Dodge (1983) found significant status differences for solitary play, coopera-
tive play, aggressive play, inappropriate play, social conversation, hostile 
verbalizations, exclusion of peers, extraneous verbalizations, hitting peers, 
conversation with leader, and reprimand by leader. In the Coie and 
Kupersmidt (1983) study, a coding system regarding children's interactions 
with others included such diverse categories as talking (asking questions, 
exchanging information or opinions, joking, or talking about one's activities), 
norm-setting comments, supportive comments, physical affection, rough-and-
tumble play, aversive verbalizations (bossing, threats, insults, teasing, 
contentious remarks), physically aggressive behavior (hitting, kicking, throw-
ing objects, nonplayful menacing behavior), and disruptive and possessive 
behavior. Finally, Putallaz (1983) investigated children's self-statements, 
feeling statements, informational questions, and disagreements while they 
were entering a new peer group. In addition to these observational studies of 
the behavioral correlates and antecedents of sociometrie status in elementary 
school children, other studies employ different measures (peer reports, adult 
reports) and both younger and older age groups (preschool children, adoles-
cents; for a comprehensive review of this literature, see Coie, Dodge, & 
Kupersmidt, 1990). 
Although these studies establish which social behaviors are related to 
peer status, one can ask whether any structure is present among these correlates. 
It is important to study the structure of social behavior for at least three 
reasons: First, theoretical insight into the structural aspects of social behavior 
is an important scientific goal in itself. For example, Borgatta, Cottrell, 
and Meyer argued that 'it is necessary to further progress in the scientific 
study of social groups that we achieve a dear and systematic identification of 
the essential dimensions in which any social interactional field can be 
described' (1956, p.223). The second reason for extracting dimensions in 
social behavior is a practical one serving research purposes. Using scores for 
two or three underlying dimensions instead of a larger number of separate 
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behavioral categories reduces the amount of information the researcher must 
cope with. To this end, factor analysis has been the most frequently used 
technique (Kerlinger, 1977; Meerling, 1981). Thirdly, insight into the essen-
tial dimensions of social behavior is important for clinical work with chil-
dren, both to adequately select children in need of social skills training inter-
vention (Gresham, 1981), and as a prerequisite to designing effective primary 
and secondary prevention strategies (Walsh-Allis & Orvaschel, 1986). 
Numerous researchers have given attention to the structure of social inter-
action. Although some have conceptualized two or three dimensions of social 
behavior on an a priori basis, others present small sets of a posteriori, empiri-
cally derived dimensions (studies yielding large numbers of dimensions are 
not considered here; see Benjamin, 1974, and Borgatta et al., 1956, for 
reviews). A priori taxonomies have included the following dimensions: 
social-emotional orientation (divided into positive versus negative reac-
tions), and task orientation (divided into attempted answers versus questions; 
Bales' Interaction Process Analysis, 1970); affiliation and interdependence 
(Benjamin, 1974); complexity in the use of an object or activity, and com-
plexity of social exchanges (Howes, 1980); social adaptation, and behavior 
disturbance or psychopathology (Walsh-Allis & Orvaschel, 1986); and 
aggression and withdrawal (Younger & Boyko, 1987). A posteriori tax-
onomies have been comprised of the following dimensions: valence (positive 
versus negative) and reactivity (initiatives versus reactions; Gresham, 1981); 
dominance (dominant versus submissive), friendliness (friendly versus un-
friendly), and control (instrumentally controlled versus emotionally expres-
sive; Bales, 1970; Isenberg & Ennis, 1981); externalizing and internalizing 
(Moller & Rubin, 1988); agonistic, affiliative, and altruistic (Strayer, 1980); 
and dominance or aversion, cooperation or acceptance, and shyness or help 
seeking (Van Lieshout, Van Aken, & Van Seyen, 1990). This list of 
taxonomies is not exhaustive, and is meant only to roughly indicate the 
approaches followed to describe the structure of social behavior. Also, this 
list is limited in the sense that generalizability has been taken for granted, 
without reflecting on the fact that behavioral taxonomies may be situation 
specific (Rosenblum, 1978) and culture specific (Triandis et al., 1984). 
Regarding the dimensions of social behavior in elementary school 
children, publications by Asher (1983) and Hartup (1984) are particularly 
interesting, Asher (1983) argued that the empirical work by Coie and 
Kupersmidt (1983), Dodge (1983), and Putallaz (1983) with children between 
the ages of six and twelve, highlighted three dimensions of socially compe-
tent performance: relevance, responsiveness, and a process view dimension. 
Relevance refers to children's ability to read the social situation in a group of 
peers and adapt their behavior to the ongoing flow of interaction. 
Responsiveness is defined as the capacity to be positively responsive to the 
initiations of other children. The process view dimension represents 
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children's understanding that relationships develop and that relationship 
problems are solved over time. Hartup (1984) commented on the structure of 
child-child interactions in middle childhood, by stating that they mainly 
appeared to consist of sociability exchanges on the one hand and dominance 
exchanges on the other. This dichotomy also emerged from research as a 
distinction between altruism versus assertiveness, prosocial activity versus 
aggression, cooperation venus competition, or sharing versus conflict (Hartup, 
1984). 
In addition to the dimensions of social behavior, an issue is whether 
social status is unidimensional or multidimensional (see Gillessen & Ten 
Brink, in press, for a review). Traditionally, unidimensional models were 
formulated in which children were classified into sociometrically high, 
medium, and low groups on the basis of one social acceptance or social 
preference dimension. However, two-dimensional models were soon formu-
lated when the behavioral heterogeneity of the low accepted group was 
recognized (e.g., Dunnington, 1957; Lemann & Solomon, 1952; Thompson & 
Powell, 1951), in addition to the facts that acceptance and rejection predicted 
diametrically opposed social exchange processes (Hartup, Glazer, & 
Charlesworth, 1967), and in light of low negative correlations between accep-
tance and rejeaion (Coie et al., 1982; Hartup et al., 1967). In contemporary 
social development research, two standard two-dimensional models are 
being used to assign children to sociometrie status groups. In Newcomb and 
Bukowski's (1983) probability model, classification is based on significantly 
high versus significantly low scores on each of the two presumably orthogonal 
dimensions acceptance and rejection. In Coie, Dodge, and Coppotelli's 
(1982) standard score model, classification is based on high versus low scores 
(in terms of the deviation from the mean) on the orthogonal dimensions 
social preference and social impact (preference is computed as acceptance 
minus rejection; impact is computed as acceptance plus rejeaion). 
In addition to looking at the constituents of social behavior and social 
status separately, it is important to study interconneaions between these ele-
ments. Such connections would be expeaed since social behavior and social 
status are seen as two indicators of one common underlying construa, namely 
social competence (Asher & Hymel, 1981). Cairns (1983) commented on the 
interrelatedness of interactional process and sociometrie struaure by stating 
that the integration of both types of information is critical for developmental 
understanding and clinical application. Based on the taxonomies of social-
interactive behavior identified earlier, one might argue that an antisocial-to-
prosocial dimension representing the valence of child-child interaction is 
common among them. Sociometrically, such a behavioral dimension might 
be expected most logically to parallel a dimension of social acceptance. In 
this case, antisocial behavior would match the low end and prosocial behavior 
would match the high end of the acceptance dimension. 
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The purpose of this chapter is to analyze the components of a set of social 
behaviors that have been shown to discriminate between children of different 
social status groups, with two goals in mind: (i) the practical goal of data 
reduction for research purposes and (г) the theoretical interest in the structural 
aspeas of social behavior. In this chapter, a larger set of behavioral variables 
will be reduced to simplified valence scores, representing the antisocial-to-
prosocial quality of interaction. This will be done in order to test whether 
Darley and Fazio's (1980) model of the self-perpetuating nature of inter­
personal expectancies works in children's peer relations (see chapters 1 and 5; 
cf. Gillessen & Ferguson, 1989b, 1989c). Since this model specifies relations 
between children's actual social behavior and their behavior as perceived by 
peers and the children themselves, scores will be computed not only from 
direct observations of interactions, but also from peer ratings and self ratings 
of social behavior. 
The first research question of this study, then, is whether a valence dimen­
sion is present in children's peer rated, self rated, and observed social behav­
iors. A second question is whether such a valence dimension corresponds to a 
sociometrically defined dimension of social acceptance. Third, in order to 
compute similar scores from the three data sources (direct observations, 
peers, and self), it is important to know whether the dimensions derived from 
each of these three sources corrspond to one another. Fourth, and finally, it is 
necessary to establish the reliability and validity of these newly computed 
measures. 
To answer these four research questions, analyses were conducted of data 
on children's cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, and 
leadership attempts, gathered through direct observations, peer ratings, and 
self ratings as part of the data collection of the short-term longitudinal study. 
Only data from the first measurement year will be used to analyze the 
valence of social behavior and its relationship to sociometrie scores. 
METHOD 
Subjects and Procedure 
A total of 231 Kindergarten boys (я = 1Г4; mean age = 5.2 years) and first-
grade boys (n = 117, mean age = 6.9 years) participated. At the start of the 
project, these boys ranged in age from 4.1 years to 8.7 years with a mean age 
of 6.1 year. At that time, they attended 35 different elementary schools 
serving lower to middle-class populations in the Nijmegen/Arnhem area in 
The Netherlands. Because some subjects moved during the 2-year data 
collection period, an additional 10 schools became involved in the project. 
With the 231 boys, 77 play groups of three boys each were formed. Each 
play group participated in a series of four play sessions held with a i-week 
interval between consecutive sessions. All play sessions took place in a sepa-
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rate play room at school, where a video camera was hidden behind a curtain 
in the corner. Each play session lasted about 40 minutes, in which three 
different games were always played: a cooperative game, a competitive 
game, and an unstructured game (in sessions 2 and 4 a division task was 
added, but data from this task were not used in this chapter). 
Before and after three of the four play sessions in all 77 triads, an 
individual interview was held with each of the three boys in a separate room 
in the school. In 65 of the 77 triads, children were interviewed about their 
expectations and interpretations of their own and their play partners' social-
interactive behaviors in the play sessions. In the remaining 12 triads, control 
interviews were held in which children were not interviewed about social 
behavior, but about games children usually play (see chapter 2 for a detailed 
description). Therefore, the interview data reported in this chapter are based 
on 65 triads (differences between these triads and the 12 control triads will be 
analyzed in chapter 5). In half of the 65 triads, expectation and interpretation 
interviews were held in sessions 1, 2, and 4. In the other half of these triads, 
these interviews were held in sessions 1, 3, and 4. The pre-play and post-play 
interviews about children's social-interactive behaviors consisted of structured 
ratings and open-ended questions. In the post-play interviews, sociometrie 
judgments based on the interactions during the play sessions were also asked 
of the children. 
All interactions between the three boys in each play session were video-
taped to be later coded for social-interactive behaviors. Two types of 
codings were conducted. First, detailed observations took place of each 
boy's behavior towards each play partner on a 10-second interval basis. 
Second, global ratings were obtained of each boy's behavior toward each 
other boy on an antisocial-to-prosocial dimension (see chapter 2 for a 
detailed description of the procedures of this project). 
Measures 
Peer ratings. In the pre-play interviews, each boy in each triad rated how 
frequendy he expected each of his two play panners to engage in each of six 
social behaviors in the upcoming play session. In the post-play interviews, 
each boy in each triad rated how frequendy each of his two play partners had 
actually engaged in each of six behaviors during the previous play session. 
The six behaviors rated were cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help 
seeking, and leadership. Ratings were given on a 5-point scale with a score of 
1 meaning that this boy had expected or perceived his play panner to not at 
all engage in the behaviors rated, and a score of 5 indicating that he had 
expected or perceived his play partner to very frequently engage in that 
behavior. Before each child rated his two play panners on each behavior, a 
shon story describing the behavior was read aloud to the child. 
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Self ratings. In the pre-play interviews, each boy in each triad also rated how 
frequently he expected himself to engage in each of the behaviors cooperation, 
fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, and leadership in the upcoming 
play session. In the post-play interviews, each boy also rated how frequently 
he himself had actually engaged in each of these six behaviors during the 
previous play session. Ratings took place on the same 5-point scale as was 
used for the peer ratings. A random order was determined in which each boy 
rated his two play partners and himself after each behavioral description was 
read to him. Since each boy rated each of his two play partners and himself 
before and after three of the four play sessions, a total of six ratings were 
given to each judged person on each of the six behavioral dimensions across 
sessions. 
Open-ended questions. In addition to the structured ratings, answers to 
open-ended questions were obtained from the boys in the 6j experimental 
triads in the pre-play and post-play interviews. In the pre-play interviews, 
each boy was asked to indicate for each of his two play partners and himself 
as target persons in a randomly determined order whether, and for what 
reasons, he liked or disliked each target person. In the post-play interviews, 
each boy was asked to verbalize for his partners and himself what he sponta-
neously remembered about each target person's behavior during the previous 
play interactions and whether or not he liked each of the acts or incidents he 
recalled. In both the pre-play and post-play interviews, the open-ended ques-
tions preceded the structured ratings in order to prevent children's sponta-
neous answers from being influenced or restricted by the content of the 
ratings. 
Subjects gave a maximum of six different responses for a target child in 
an interview. These answers were coded by two independent female coders 
in terms of whether they referred to one of the categories cooperation, fight-
ing, disruption, shyness, help seeking, or leadership. Four categories were 
added to the coding system for non-disruptive, non-interactive, not-relevant, 
and nonsense answers (see chapter 2). Intercoder reliability was .90 for the 
coding of answers from the pre-play interviews, and .91 for the coding of 
answers from the post-play interviews based on double codings for 15% of all 
responses (Cohen's K; see Damen 0¿ Tan, 1988). Since the raw number of 
times any category was used in an interview varied from 1 to 6, the total raw 
counts of categories across interviews (prc-play and post-play) and sessions 
varied from о to 36 (2 interviews χ з sessions χ range 0-6 answers per inter­
view). 
Observations of social behavior. From the videotape recordings, three 
independent coders coded each boy's behavior in the 77 triads towards each 
play partner separately for six minutes in the cooperative, competitive, and 
unstructured parts (summing to 18 minutes) in each of the four play-sessions on 
a 10-second interval basis. In each interval, each boy's behavior towards each 
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partner was coded into exactly one out of 15 categories of an exhaustive and 
mutually exclusive coding system (see chapter 2). To assess intercoder relia­
bility, Cohen's Kv/zs computed. The overall value of ν was .59, and ranged 
from .39 to .74 across the 15 categories. The values of Cohen's к for each 
category separately are given in chapter 2. 
Eight of the IJ categories reflected interactive behaviors and seven were 
non-interactive. The eight interactive behaviors were cooperation, fighting, 
disruption, shyness, help-seeking behavior, leadership, rough-and-tumble 
play, and retreat behavior. The 18 minutes observed yielded a total of 108 
10-second intervals for each boy towards each partner in each play session. 
For each interactive category, a proportion score was computed by dividing 
the number of intervals in which that category was coded by the total number 
of intervals in which any one of the interactive categories was coded, yielding 
eight proportions summing to unity. The higher a child's proportion score 
for a category, the more that child's interactive behavior towards the peer was 
characterized by that category. Aggregated proportions were computed for 
the eight categories for each boy in interaction with each play partner by 
averaging across the four play sessions.1 
Post-play sociometrie judgments. In the post-play interviews, two types of 
sociometrie judgments were obtained after children had completed the open-
ended questions and the structured ratings. First, each boy rated on a 5-point 
scale in a randomly determined order how much he liked each of his two 
play partners and himself, with a score of 1 indicating that he did not at all 
like the rated person, and a score of 5 indicating that he very much liked that 
person. Second, each boy choose which person he liked the most from each of 
the three possible pairs of boys in the triad (first partner versus second part­
ner; first partner versus himself; second partner versus himself). Since there 
were three post-play interviews, a total of three liked ratings were given to 
each judged person across sessions, from which a mean liking rating was 
computed. Since each person appeared in two of the three paired compar­
isons in each of the three sessions, a child could be chosen as liked the most 
from a minimum of zero times to a maximum of six times across sessions. 
Adult ratings. From the videotape recordings, two independent coders 
rated each boy's behavior towards each play partner separately in the 77 triads 
in every game of the four play sessions on a 5-point scale as being very anti­
social (-2), antisocial (-1), neutral (o), prosocial (+1), or very prosocial (+2). 
The overall interrater reliability was .63 as expressed by Pearson's r. The 
scores from the two coders, each ranging from -2 to +2, were summed to one 
1
 As indicated in chapter г, high correlations were found between these proportion scores 
and the original frequency scores. Therefore, the use of absolute frequencies would not 
have made a great difference on the analysis performed in this chapter. One may argue, 
however, that the absolute frequencies of behavior have the determining influence on peer 
evaluations. 
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score ranging from -4 to +4 in each game. This score was then transformed to 
a score from one to nine. A mean within-session antisociaJ-to-prosocial 
rating varying from 1 to 9 was computed for each boy towards each play 
partner in each session by averaging the ratings across the games in each 
session. 
RESULTS 
Homogeneity and Means of Peer Rated, Self Rated, and Observed Social 
Behavior 
In the 65 triads in which children rated their play partners and themselves 
before and after three play sessions, scores were computed as follows. Since 
the interest was in the judgments that children gave of a peer's social behavior, 
the separate ratings that each boy gave of each of his two play partners were 
treated as separate cases in the analyses. Consequently, the ratings of the 195 
boys (three boys in each of 6$ triads) yielded 2 χ 195 or 390 cases for the peer 
ratings. In addition, the ratings that children gave of their own social behav­
ior yielded 195 cases for the self ratings. Observations of social behavior 
were performed in all 77 triads in each of the four play sessions. Since the 
interest here was in children's social acts towards a peer, the actions of each 
boy towards each of his two play partners separately were also treated as 
separate cases. Consequently, the interaaions of the 231 boys (three boys in 
each of 77 triads) yielded 2 χ 231 or 462 cases for the observations of social 
behavior. 
To assess the reliability of the ratings and observational data, homogene­
ity coefficients were computed within, between, and across play sessions. For 
peer and self ratings, a within-sessions measure was computed for each 
category as the mean within-session correlation between pre-play and post-
play ratings. Since all correlations were based on the same cases, corrections 
for different numbers of cases when averaging correlations were not necessary. 
A between-sessions measure was computed for each category as the mean 
between-session correlation of ratings averaged within each session across the 
pre-play and post-play interviews. Homogeneity across sessions was com­
puted for each category by calculating Cronbach's Ot across the six ratings of 
the two interviews of the three sessions. For observations, a within-sessions 
measure was computed for each category as the mean within-session correla­
tion between the observed proponions in the cooperative, competitive, and 
unstructured game. A between-sessions measure was computed for each 
category as the mean between-session correlation of the total observed 
proportions per session. Homogeneity across sessions was computed for each 
category by calculating Cronbach's a across the overall observed proportions 
in the four play sessions. 
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Table 4.1 shows the results of these computations. Within and between ses­
sions, low to moderate homogeneity coefficients were found. Higher values 
were found for homogeneity coefficients that were computed across sessions. 
Aggregated scores were computed across sessions and interviews. Mean peer 
and self ratings were computed for each category across three sessions and the 
two interviews of each of these three sessions. Mean observed proportions 
were computed for each category across the four play sessions. Table 4.2 
presents the means and standard deviations of the aggregated peer ratings, 
self ratings, and observation data. 
Table 4.1 
Homogeneity of Peer Rated, Self Rated, and Observed Social Behavior1 
Category 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Rough play 
Retreat 
Acceptance 
Peer judgments 
(я = 39o) 
Jw 'b 
.29 .41 
•43 -48 
.36 .50 
•45 48 
.40 .44 
•34 36 
— — 
— — 
.38 .44 
a 
•79 
.86 
•85 
•87 
.85 
•79 
— 
— 
.66 
Self judgments 
(и =195) 
rw Λ> α 
.32 .53 .8ι 
.28 .46 .8ι 
.51 .48 .86 
•34 ·5θ .85 
.55 .6ι .89 
.41 -53 .84 
— — — 
— — — 
.42 .27 .60 
Observations 
(я 
"w 
•34 
.48 
•2.З 
•54 
•37 
.16 
.12 
.03 
— 
= 462) 
Л> a 
.41 .70 
.48 .78 
•27 -59 
.62 .83 
.46 .74 
.26 .58 
.26 .47 
.08 .02 
— — 
1
 r
w
: mean within-sessions correlation; r\y·. 
Cronbach's a across play sessions. 
mean between-sessions correlation; a: 
Table 4.2 
Means and Standard Deviations of Peer Rated, Self Rated, and Observed Social 
Behavior 
Category 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Rough play 
Retreat 
Acceptance 
Peer ju 
( я -
Mean 
3-31 
2.48 
2.28 
2.19 
2.68 
2.69 
3.81 
dgments 
390) 
s.d. 
0.91 
I.OI 
0.98 
0.99 
1.06 
0.93 
I.I5 
Self ju( 
(я = 
Mean 
3.81 
1-95 
1-73 
1-73 
2.44 
2.63 
4-52 
dgments 
195) 
s.d. 
0.91 
0.78 
0.83 
0.79 
1.18 
I.IO 
0.68 
Observations 
(n = 462) 
Mean s.d. 
•493 -HO 
.145 .101 
.098 .062 
.026 .083 
.143 .091 
.078 .051 
.016 .030 
.001 .008 
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Two patterns were present in the peer and self rating data. First, when cate­
gories were rank ordered on the basis of their overall means, an identical rank 
ordering emerged for peer and self ratings. For both types of ratings, cate­
gories were rated from high to low in an identical orden acceptance, cooper­
ation, leadership, help seeking, fighting, disruption, and shyness. That is, 
children reported to perceive cooperation and leadership more frequently, 
and fighting, disruption, and shyness less frequently, and they consequently 
gave relatively high liking ratings. Second, when peer and self judgments 
were compared in a 2 (Judgment Type) MANOVA on the seven ratings, a 
significant multivariate effect of judgment type was found, F (7, 383) = 
29.07, ρ < .ooi. Univariate effects were significant for cooperation, F[i, 389) 
= 61.42,/) < .001; fighting, F(i, 389) = 75.64, ρ < .ooi; disruption, F (ι, 389) = 
75·53>Ρ < · 0 0 1 ; shyness, F (ι, 389) = 62.39, p < 001; help seeking, F (τ, 389) = 
9.34. p < οίο; and acceptance, F (ι, 389) = 168.23, ρ< .ooi. In summary, chil­
dren perceived themselves as significantly more liked and cooperative, and 
significantly less help seeking, aggressive, disruptive, and shy than they were 
perceived by peers. No significant effect of judgment type was found for 
leadership. 
The observation data showed that, across sessions, 49.3% of all interac­
tive intervals were scored as cooperative, 14.5% as aggressive, and 9.8% as 
disruptive. This means that 75% of all interactions were characterized by the 
first three categories of the coding system. When help seeking and leadership 
were added, five of the eight coding categories together represented 95% of 
all interactive episodes. The three remaining categories, shyness, rough play, 
and retreat were observed only very infrequently. In addition, the large stan­
dard deviation relative to the mean for these three categories made them less 
suited to be entered into the current analysis. This was particularly true for 
rough play and retreat that had already shown to have low homogeneity values 
(see Table 4.1). Therefore, these two categories were excluded from further 
analyses. 
Structure of Social Behavior 
To analyze the structure of the categories, a factor analysis was planned on 
each of the three types of data separately. The application of factor analysis 
requires that three preconditions be tested (Norusis, 1985). First, significant 
relations must be found between the variables entered into the analysis. 
Table 4.3 presents all intercorrelations in each data set. Only seven correla­
tions were not significant. The remaining correlations showed the following 
pattern. Fighting consistently correlated positively with disruption across 
the three data sets. For peer ratings and observations, cooperation correlated 
negatively with fighting, disruption, and shyness. Shyness correlated posi­
tively with fighting and disruption in the rating data, but negatively in the 
observation data. Also, help seeking and leadership correlated positively 
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with all other categories in the rating data, but negatively in the observation 
data. 
Table 4.3 
Intercorrelations Between Categories of Sodai Behavior Derived From Peer 
Ratings (n = jfo). Self Ratings (n = ips), and Observations (n = 462)1 
Peer ratings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Selfratings 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Observations 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Fighting 
-35* 
-.08 
M 3 * 
Disruption 
- 3 1 * 
•77* 
-.09 
•57* 
-.48* 
•38* 
Shyness Help 
- .18* 
.56* 
•73* 
-.08 
•^* 
•65* 
- H * 
- 2 3 * 
-.16* 
seeking 
.11 
•32* 
•41* 
•48* 
.11 
.11* 
.42* 
.44* 
- 3 0 * 
- 3 1 * 
- . 1 2 * 
- H * 
Leadership 
•13* 
. 2 1 * 
.27* 
•30* 
•39* 
•33* 
.18* 
.28* 
•31* 
•37* 
- . 1 1 * 
-.02 
- 1 7 * 
-.26* 
.03 
1
 *: pK.OfO. 
Second, significant values of Bartlett's test statistic of sphericity must be 
found for a matrix entered into factor analysis. Significant values actually 
were found for peer ratings (Bartlett = 919.09, ρ < .ooi), self ratings (Bartlett 
= 312.92,^ < .001), and observations (Bartlett = 1194.01,^ < .001). Third, 
anti-image correlations of at least .50 are needed for factor analysis (cf. 
Kaiser, 1974). The anti-image correlations of the six behavioral categories 
ranged from .69 to .80 for peer ratings, from .48 to .79 for self ratings, and 
from .05 to .18 for observations. Although low anti-image correlations were 
found for observations, factor analysis was performed on the original observa­
tional data for reasons explained below. 
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Table 4.4 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Peer Rated, Self Rated, and Observed Social 
Behavior1 
Category 
Cooperation 
Fighting 
Disruption 
Shyness 
Help seeking 
Leadership 
Peer ratings 
I II 
-.63 .56 
.86 .13 
.88 .26 
•74 ·4ΐ 
•3* -74 
•13 -74 
Self ratings 
I II 
-.24 .81 
•77 -.07 
.87 .07 
.85 .11 
•54 ·46 
.31 .76 
Observations 
I II III 
-.80 .07 -.51 
.81 .18 -.29 
.78 -.06 -.06 
-.11 -.83 .09 
-.10 .09 .94 
-.08 .74 .16 
1
 The percentages of variance explained by the factors extracted were 70.9% for peer 
ratings, 66.4% for self ratings, and 74.9% for the observations. 
Principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted in 
each data set. A minimum eigenvalue of 1.00 was used as the criterion for 
extracting a factor. Table 4.4 presents the factor loadings of the categories 
on the extracted factors. For peer ratings, 70.9% of the variance was 
explained by two factors (with eigenvalues of 2.91 and 1.35). The first factor 
was characterized by high positive loadings of fighting, disruption, and 
shyness, and by a negative loading of cooperation. The second factor was 
characterized by high positive loadings of leadership and help seeking. For 
self ratings, 66.4% of the variance was also explained by two factors (with 
eigenvalues of 2.64 and 1.34), with the first factor also mainly representing 
fighting, disruption, and shyness, and the second factor representing leader­
ship and cooperation. For observations, 74.9% of the variance was explained 
by three factors (with eigenvalues of 1.9$, 1.32, and 1.22, respectively). In 
these data, the first factor was determined positively by fighting and disrup­
tion, and negatively by cooperation. The second factor here was determined 
by leadership and negatively by shyness, whereas the third factor was deter­
mined by help seeking behavior. 
Since the anti-image correlations were low for the observation data, the 
same factor analysis was repeated after a loglinear transformation of the orig­
inal data. This transformation yielded more acceptable anti-image correla­
tions ranging from .32 to .60. The new factor analysis yielded a pattern of 
factor loadings very similar to the one that resulted from the original factor 
analysis. Only two differences were found. First, the order in which the 
second factor (leadership) and the third factor (help seeking) were extracted, 
was reversed in the new analysis. Second, with respect to the content of the 
dimensions found, shyness had changed from a high negative loading on the 
leadership factor (-.83) in the original analysis, to a positive loading on the 
help seeking factor (.61) in the new analysis. These two differences were not 
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seen as strong arguments to continue using loglinearly transformed scores. 
Therefore, factor analysis on the original scores was retained. 
To further interpret the meaning of the factors, correlations were com­
puted with a linear measure of acceptance derived from the likings ratings. 
From subjects' post-play liking ratings of peers and themselves after three 
sessions, an acceptance score was computed as the mean post-play liking 
rating across sessions on the 5-point scale. The following correlations were 
found between the acceptance measure and the (actor scores on the dimensions 
in each data sets: r = -.63 (я = 390, ρ < .ooi) for factor 1, and г = .04 (я = 390, 
n.s.) for factor n of the peer ratings; r = -.20 (я = 195, p < .001) for factor 1, 
and r = .22 (я = I9J, p < .001) for factor и of the self ratings; and r = -.28 (я = 
462, p< .001) for factor 1, r = -.03 (я = 462, n.s.) for factor 11, and г = -.09 (я = 
462, ρ < .οίο) for factor in of the observations. In sum, the first factor in each 
data set correlated negatively with a measure of social acceptance. The cor­
relations therefore support the interpretation of the first factor in each data set 
as a dimension that matches social acceptance, with a high score indicative of 
low acceptance, and a low score indicative of high acceptance. 
Table 4.5 
Correlations of Factor Scores of Peer Judgments With Factor Scores of Self 
Judgments and Observation? 
Self judgments 
(я =195) 
/ 
•Зо« 
.oo 
/ 
.02 
.OO 
Observations 
(я = 39o) 
II 
.05 
.11* 
II 
- 1 3 * 
.07 
III 
•13* 
.12* 
III 
.11* 
.05 
Peer judgments I II 
Factor I .32* -.06 
Factor II .21* .47* 
Self judgments 
Factor I 
Factor II 
ρ < .ojo. 
To test the congruence of dimensions across data sets, two analyses were 
performed. First, correlations were computed between the factor scores of 
peer judgments, self judgments, and observations. These correlations are 
presented in Table 4.$. Factors with similar interpretations are expected to 
correlate across data sets, and to not correlate with other factors. Table 4.5 
shows that significant correlations were found between the first factors of peer 
and self judgments, and between the first factors of peer judgments and 
observations. Also in both cases, the second factors correlated significantly 
with one another. As expected, the cross-correlations were not significant, 
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except for the correlation between the second peer judgment factor and the 
first self judgment factor. In addition, the third observation factor corre­
lated with both peer judgment factors. It can be concluded from Table 4.5 
that the r's of .30 and .32, respectively, signify about equal amounts of congru­
ence between the first factors extracted from peer judgments and self judg­
ments, and between the first factors extracted from peer judgments and 
observations. Significant correlations were not found between the first factors 
or the second factors from self judgments and observations. However, a 
significant negative correlation indicated that the first self judgment factor 
and the second observation factor had diverging interpretations. As did the 
first peer judgment factor, the first self judgment factor correlated with the 
third observation factor. In both cases, the third factor extracted from the 
observation data explained a pan of the variance in the first factor of both the 
peer judgments and self judgments. 
Second, the similarity between factor structures was further analyzed in a 
2-step process including: (1) matching the factor structures from the three 
data sets, and (2) computing Tucker's Φ congruence coefficient as an index of 
the similarity between factors. First, the unrotated factor structures were 
inspeaed and rotated by hand to maximize their similarity. There appeared 
to be a high degree of correspondence between the plots of the unrotated fac­
tor solutions. The match between the three factor solutions was maximized 
by a 45 degree rotation of the factor solution for the observation data. 
Tucker's Φ was computed to express the similarity between fartors. Tucker's 
Φ has a range from о to i, with a score of о indicating minimum congruence, 
and a score of 1 indicating maximum congruence (cf. Tucker, 1971; Tucker, 
Koopman, & Linn, 1969; see also Ellemers, Van Knippenberg, De Vries, & 
Wilke, 1988, for another application of Tucker's Ф). For the first factor 
extracted, Tucker's Φ was .98 between peer ratings and self ratings, .84 
between peer ratings and observations, and .75 between self ratings and obser­
vations. This indicated good similarity between the first factors extracted 
in each of the three cases. The second factor extracted also corresponded 
well between peer ratings and self ratings, Φ = .96. However, the second and 
third factors extracted from the observation data corresponded less well with 
the second factor from the peer ratings (Φ'5 = .29 and .24), and self ratings 
(Φ'$ = .30 and .05). In sum, the values of Tucker's Φ corroborate the results 
from computing correlations between factor scores from the three data sets. 
They particularly indicate that moderate to good similarity was found 
between the first factors extracted from peer ratings, self ratings and observa­
tions. 
Computarían of Valence Scores 
Two results were important from this analysis of the structure of social 
behavior. First, the first factor found in each data set correlated with a 
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measure of social acceptance. Second, across data sets, this factor was 
determined by positive loadings of fighting and disruption, and a negative 
loading of cooperation. The purpose of the analyses was to derive scores 
representing the valence of social behavior. Given these two results, it was 
decided that scores for the social preference aspect of social behavior could 
be computed from the cooperation, fighting, and disruption categories in 
each data set. Since they are thought to reflect the antisocial or prosocial 
quality of child-child interaction, these scores are referred to as valence scores. 
Valence scores were computed as follows from the peer rating, self 
rating, and observation data. The cooperation score (rating or proportion of 
interaction) was standardized to a standard positive score. The fighting and 
disruption scores (ratings or proportions of interaction) were summed to a 
total negative score that was then standardized to a standard negative score. 
Across sessions and interviews, correlations between the standard positive and 
negative scores were -.34 (я = 390, ρ < .ooi) for peer ratings, -.09 (я = I9J, 
n.s.) for self ratings, and -.60 (я = 462, ρ < .ooi) for observations. A continu­
ous valence score was computed for each case by subtracting the standard 
negative score from the standard positive score. Subtracting two standard 
scores yields a new normally distributed score with a mean of o. Standard 
deviations for these continuous valence scores ranged from 1.50 to 1.60 for 
peer ratings, from 1.41 to 1.49 for self ratings, and from 1.70 to 1.83 for obser­
vations. Finally, a discrete valence score was computed by splitting each 
continuous valence score around its mean. A continuous score equal to or 
greater than the mean yielded a discrete score of 1, indicating that the rating 
or interaction was predominantly prosocial. A continuous score less than the 
mean yielded a discrete score of o, indicating that the rating or interaction 
was predominantly antisocial. Since the continuous scores had normal distri­
butions, splitting them around the mean yielded discrete scores with about 
50% of the cases scoring 1 (prosocial), and about $0% of the cases scoring о 
(antisocial). 
Reliability coefficients were computed for these new scores in exactly 
the same way as they were computed for the original rating and observation 
data (see Table 4.1). That is, in each data set reliability was computed 
within, between, and across play sessions. Instead of computing these coeffi­
cients for each of the six to eight behavioral variables, they were now 
computed for each of the four new types of variables, i.e., the standard 
positive scores, standard negative scores, continuous valence scores, and 
discrete valence scores. Table 4.6 depicts the values of these reliability coef­
ficients. (Note that Cronbach's <X is equal to Kuder-Richardson 20 for the 
dichotomous valence scores). Table 4.6 shows that reasonable within-session 
reliability was found, acceptable between-session reliability, and good 
homogeneity coefficients across measures. Therefore, the newly computed 
valence scores were accepted as reliable measures for subsequent analyses. 
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Table 4.6 
Reliability of Standard and Valence Scores Within, Between, and Across Sessions 
for Peer Rated, Self Rated, and Observed Social Behavior1 
Measure 
Peer judgments 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete^ 
Self judgments 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete 
Observations 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete 
'w 
.30 
•SO 
.46 
•34 
•ЗІ 
•45 
•42 
•35 
•17 
•27 
•23 
.18 
η> 
•5i 
.67 
.64 
.48 
•53 
.63 
•58 
•45 
•33 
•47 
41 
•30 
a 
•79 
.89 
.87 
.82 
.81 
.87 
.85 
.81 
.67 
•78 
•74 
.63 
1
 r
w
: mean within-sessions correlación; г),: mean between-sessions correlation; Oc: 
Cronbach's a across play sessions. 
2
 Cronbach's a for discrete data equals KR-го. 
Validity of Valence Scores to Open-Ended Questions and Adult Ratings 
As a first test of the validity of the valence scores computed from peer 
ratings, self ratings, and observations, correlations were computed to simi­
larly computed scores from open-ended questions about peers and self, and 
from adult ratings of social behavior. From the total counts across the open-
ended interviews of all sessions for cooperation, fighting, and disruption in 
the descriptions of peers and self, standard positive, standard negative, 
continuous valence, and discrete valence scores were computed in exactly the 
same way as they were computed from the structured ratings. Correlations 
between the standard positive and standard negative scores from the open-
ended questions were: r = - .26 (я = 390, ρ < .ooi) for descriptions of peers, 
and r = .oo (я = 19$, n.s.) for descriptions of self. The standard deviations of 
the continuous valence scores ranged from 1.54 to 1.66 for peer descriptions, 
and from 1.43 to 1.55 for self descriptions. As a consequence of the computa­
tion procedure on the discrete valence scores, about 50% of the cases had a 
score of 1 (prosocial) and 50% of the cases had a score of o (antisocial). 
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Reliability coefficients were computed for the standard positive, standard 
negative, continuous valence, and dichotomous valence scores derived from 
the open-ended questions in exacdy the same way as they were computed for 
these four types of scores derived from the peer ratings. Across the four types 
of scores for peer descriptions, mean within-session correlations ranged from 
.15 to .24, mean between-session correlations ranged from .43 to .61, and 
homogeneity coefficients across sessions ranged from .74 to .82. Across the 
four types of scores for self descriptions, mean within-session correlations 
ranged from .09 to .28, mean between-session correlations ranged from .34 to 
.60, and homogeneity coefficients across sessions ranged from .70 to .82. 
The mean behavioral ratings by adults were treated as continuous valence 
scores that were equivalent to the ones computed from the behavioral codings. 
Standardizing these ratings and splitting them around the mean yielded an 
alternative discrete valence score with about 50% of the cases scoring 1 
(prosocial), and $0% of the cases scoring о (antisocial). To also have alterna­
tive standard positive and negative scores, the number of adult ratings greater 
than or equal to 7 across sessions yielded a raw positive score, and the number 
of adult ratings less than or equal to 3 across sessions yielded a raw negative 
score. These scores were transformed to rating-based standard positive and 
negative scores, that correlated -.27 (я = 462, /> < .ooi). Reliability was 
assessed between and across sessions for the standard positive, standard nega­
tive, continuous valence, and discrete valence scores from the adult ratings. 
Across the four types of scores, mean between-session correlations ranged 
from .32 to .44, and homogeneity coefficients across sessions ranged from .66 
to .76. Within-session correlations were not computed here, since aggregated 
ratings across the total play sessions were used. 
Table 4.7 presents the resulting validity data. The upper two panels 
contain the correlations between the standard positive, standard negative, 
continuous valence, and discrete valence scores computed from the peer and 
self ratings with the same scores computed from the open-ended questions. 
The lower panel presents the correlations between the four types of scores 
computed from the observations and the same scores computed from the 
adult ratings. All correlations in Table 4.7 except two (for self ratings) were 
significant at the .050 level. The direction of these correlations attest to the 
validity of the computed scores. Consistently positive correlations on the 
diagonal in each panel of Table 4.7 indicate the similarity for each of the 
four types of scores, derived in two different ways. In each panel, the diago­
nal consistently mirrors the parts below and above it, with positive correla­
tions among the standard positive, continuous valence, and discrete valence 
scores, and negative correlations of the standard negative scores with each of 
the three other types of scores. This pattern was especially evident for peer 
ratings and observations, and supported the validity of the standard scores 
and valence scores computed for these two data sets. The evidence was less 
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convincing for self ratings, for which the correlations were generally lower as 
compared to the peer ratings and observations, and two correlations were not 
significant here. The validity of standard scores and valence scores for self 
ratings, however, was supported by the direction and significance of all other 
correlations. 
Table 4.7 
Corrcbtions of Standard and Valence Scores for Peer Rated, Self Rated, and 
Observed Social Behavior With Externally Derived Standard and Valence Scores 
(n = 390^ 
Measure 
Peer judgments 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete 
Self judgments 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete 
Observations 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete 
Positive 
•33* 
- 2 4 · 
•35* 
.30* 
•27* 
-.10 
•4* 
•31* 
•42* 
-.62* 
. 5 8 * 
.50* 
Negative 
- 3 3 * 
•49* 
- 5 0 * 
-37* 
- 1 9 * 
.11 
- . 2 0 * 
-.24* 
- . 2 2 * 
•34* 
- 3 2 * 
-.26* 
Continuous 
•41* 
-.46* 
-S3* 
.42* 
•33* 
- I J * 
•32* 
•39* 
.48* 
-.60* 
.60* 
•49* 
Discrete 
•31* 
-39* 
•43* 
.36* 
.28* 
- I S * 
.29* 
•3S* 
•43* 
-52* 
•53* 
•47* 
1
 *: p < .050. 
Validity of Valence Scores to Post-Play Sociometrie Judgments 
As a second test of the validity of the valence scores, correlations were 
computed with the following three scores derived from the post-play socio­
metrie judgments: (1) mean liking ratings of peer or self across sessions; (2) 
the number of times the lowest possible liked rating was given to a peer or 
self across sessions (total disliked nomination score; Asher & Dodge, 1986); 
and (3) the number of times peer or self was chosen as liked the most in the 
paired comparisons across sessions (total number of liked choices). 
Correlations between liked ratings and disliked nominations were: r = -.81 
(л = 390, ρ < .ooi) for judgments of peers, and r = -.65 (n = 19$, ƒ>< .001) for 
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judgments of self; between liked ratings and liked choices r = .38 (n = 318, ƒ> 
< .001) for peers, and r = .42 (n = 159, ρ < .ooi) for self; and between disliked 
nominations and liked choices r = -.32 (я = 318, ρ < .001) for peers, and r = 
-.29 (я = 159, p < .001) for self. Reliability coefficients computed across 
sessions (Cronbach's a) were for liked ratings .66 and .60, for disliked 
nominations .57 and .51, and for liked choices .74 and .75, for judgments of 
peers and self, respectively. 
Table 4.8 
Correbtions of Standard and Valence Scores for Peer Rated, Self Rated, and 
Observed Social Behavior With Sociometrie Measured 
Peer judgments 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete 
Self judgments 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete 
Observations 
Positive 
Negative 
Continuous 
Discrete 
Liked ratings 
(я = 39o) 
•45* 
- 5 7 * 
.63* 
•50* 
. 2 4 * 
- 1 9 * 
•29* 
•37* 
•M* 
-.21 * 
.*5* 
•23* 
Disliked nominations 
(» = 390) 
- 3 8 * 
•Я* 
- 5 5 * 
- 4 1 * 
-13 * 
.03 
-.11 
-.16 * 
- 3 2 * 
•31* 
- 3 5 * 
- З О * 
Liked choices 
(» = 318) 
. 2 2 * 
-.24* 
.28* 
•24* 
.12 
-.18* 
. 2 0 * 
.27* 
•04 
- 0 5 
•OS 
.07 
1
 *: ρ < .oso. 
Table 4.8 presents the correlations between the four types of scores and the 
liked ratings, disliked nominations, and liked choices (ratings of peers and 
behavior toward peers to sociometrie judgments about peers; and ratings of 
self to sociometrie judgments about self). All correlations were significant 
at the .050 level, except three involving self judgments and four correlations 
between observations and liking choices. In general, the following pattern 
emerged. Standard positive scores, and continuous and discrete valence 
scores correlated positively with liking ratings and liking choices, and nega­
tively with disliking nominations. Standard negative scores correlated nega­
tively with liking ratings and liked choices, and positively with disliking 
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nominations. Two exceptions to the pattern must be noted. First, the corre-
lations for self ratings with each of the three sociometrie measures were 
generally lower than the same correlations for peer ratings and observations. 
Second, the observation based measures correlated practically zero with 
liked choices. With the exception of these deviations, the remaining results 
further supported the validity of the standard positive scores, standard nega-
tive scores, continuous valence scores, and discrete valence scores derived 
from peer rated, self rated, and observed social behavior. 
DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to identify the dimensions of social behavior 
measured in this investigation, and relate them to a measure of social accep-
tance. To this end, four types of analysis were performed. First, dimensions 
of social behavior were obtained by factor analyzing a set of peer rated, self 
rated, and observed categories of social-interactive behavior. Second, sub-
jects' factor scores on the extracted dimensions were correlated with a 
dimension of social acceptance. Third, correlations were computed to assess 
the congruence between peer-perceived dimensions, self-perceived dimen-
sions, and actually observed dimension. And fourth, tests were provided for 
the reliability and validity of valence scores computed from the behavioral 
categories that consistently determined the first extracted dimension in each 
data set, also using similarly computed scores from three additional data 
sets. 
The rank order and comparisons of overall group means for acceptance, 
cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, and leadership, as 
rated by peers and self, demonstrated two interesting patterns. The ordering 
of means was interpreted as reflecting the comparative value given by the 
subjects to each of the categories. The analogous rank ordering found in both 
types of judgments suggested an ordering according to social desirability. 
Acceptance, cooperation, and leadership were the most highly valued cate-
gories, fighting, disruption, and shyness were the least appreciated categories, 
and help seeking behavior ranked in a middle position relative to the other 
categories (aaually, also closely approximating the absolute 3.0 midpoint of 
the 5-point rating scale, with means of 2.7 and 2.4 for peer ratings and self 
ratings, respectively). This interpretation was supported by the fact that 
children rated themselves significantly higher than peers on acceptance and 
cooperation, and significantly lower than peers on fighting, disruption, 
shyness, and help seeking. The overall means for observed behavior indicated 
that in 75% of the interactive intervals cooperation, fighting, or disruption 
was observed. This supports the usefulness of computing valence scores based 
on these three categories. 
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Factor analyses on peer rated, self rated, and observed social behaviors 
yielded a valence dimension in all cases. This valence dimension corre-
sponded to a sociometrie dimension of social acceptance. Across the three 
data sets, the categories cooperation, fighting, and disruption represented the 
valence dimension of social-interactive behavior. Therefore, valence scores 
were computed in each case using the scores for cooperation, fighting, and 
disruption. Subsequent analyses attested to the reliability of the valence 
scores and their validity computed from similarly derived scores from 
children's answers to open-ended questions and from global antisocial-to-
prosocial ratings by adult observers. These reliability and validity checks 
justified the decision to use continuous and dichotomous valence scores in 
subsequent analyses to test a model of self-perpetuation in children's peer 
relations, as will be done in the next chapter. 
In each of the three factor analyses, the second dimension that was found 
after the valence dimension was consistently determined by equally high 
loadings of leadership. The additional characteristics of the second dimen-
sion differed between both types of ratings on the one hand, and observational 
data on the other. For the ratings, the second factor was also characterized by 
cooperation and help seeking. In the observational data, the second factor 
was characterized by a high negative loading for shyness. Help seeking here 
dominated an emerging third dimension, that was also marked by a negative 
loading of cooperation. It seems, then, that the second factor present in chil-
dren's perceptions of their peers' social behaviors came to be differentiated in 
two separate dimensions when trained adult coders observed child-child 
interaction. Apparently, adult coders using the observation system perceived 
more detail in children's social-interactive behaviors than was reflected in 
children's ratings of their peers. 
Whereas the first factor correlated with social acceptance across the three 
data sets, the consistently high loading of leadership on the second factor 
may suggest the interpretation of this factor as a dimension of social impact. 
If that interpretation is correct, the factor structure found would correspond 
with measures of social acceptance and social impact. In that case, a corre-
spondence would emerge between the structure of social behavior and the 
structure of sociometrie status, with social acceptance and social impart as 
the prevailing dimensions (e.g., Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). This 
interpretation remains speculative, however, because an independent measure 
of social impact was not available in this study. It would be interesting, 
however, to further investigate the correspondence between the structure of 
social behavior and the straaure of sociometrie status. 
It must be noted here that the factor structure for self ratings differed 
from the structures found for peer ratings and observations. Cooperation had 
a high positive loading on the second factor for self ratings, while this 
loading was lower for peer ratings and almost zero for observations. That is, 
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for self ratings cooperation loaded on a separate dimension than did fighting 
and disruption, whereas these three categories loaded consistently on one 
dimension for peer ratings and observations. Because the standard positive 
and standard negative scores from which valence scores were computed were 
based on cooperation, fighting and disruption, the different (actor structure 
for self ratings caused other differences for self ratings at three later points in 
the analyses. First, the correlation between standard positive and standard 
negative scores was not significant for self ratings, while significant negative 
correlations were found for peer ratings and observations. Interestingly, the 
same difference was found between self judgments and peer judgments when 
they were computed from open-ended questions. Second, the correlations of 
standard and valence scores with externally derived scores were markedly 
lower for self ratings as compared to peer ratings and observations. And 
third, lower correlations were also found for self ratings as compared to peer 
ratings and observations between standard and valence scores and sociometrie 
measures. 
Several reasons may explain the different results for self ratings, and 
three possible arguments are mentioned here. First, self ratings were based on 
less data points than peer ratings (two peers) and observations (two observers) 
and may therefore have been less reliable. Second, as was shown by the mean 
scores presented above, ceiling effects were present in the self rating data. 
Third, conceptual arguments may explain the differences found for self 
judgments. The differing factor strutture for self ratings would be a step in 
the direction of such an explanation. However, what exacdy is characteristic 
for children's self judgments is a topic of research in itself and is beyond the 
scope of this text. Previous studies have been done on the accuracy of self-
perceptions (e.g., Swann, 1984), the role of self-perceptions following social 
interaction (cf. Fazio, Effrein, & Falender, 1981), and the assessment of 
children's self-perceptions in connection to their peer relations (Hellebrekcrs, 
1989; Hymel & Franke, 1985). In general, the link between self concept and 
children's peer relations has not been investigated frequently and is an inter-
esting and important issue for future research. 
Congruence was found between the extracted dimensions across data sets, 
particularly for the valence factor in peer perceptions and observations of 
social behavior, and between peer perceptions and self perceptions. This 
finding further supports the idea of similarly computing valence scores from 
the three data sets. However, some limitations must be mentioned regarding 
the approach followed here, and they particularly limit the generalizability 
of the factors found. First, the dimensions found here are limited by the fact 
that factor analysis was performed on only six variables. Also, the fact that 
these six measures are behaviors known to distinguish between status groups 
(Coie et al., 1982) obviously facilitated finding a relationship between the 
factors and a measure of social acceptance. Second, the results are limited 
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because the cooperative, competitive, and unstructured tasks in the play 
sessions highly elicited the occurrence of cooperation, competition, and 
disruption. The prevailing impact of these three categories might not appear 
to be equally convincing in studies using differently designed analogue 
situations. Third, it is known from previous research that the differentiation 
of children's social perceptions is related to their age (e.g., Younger, 
Schwartzman, & Ledingham, 1985, 1986; see also Coie, Dodge, & 
Kupersmidt, 1990). Another structure of dimensions might emerge from the 
peer and self perceptions of children older than the subjects in this study. 
And fourth, the correlations found between valence scores and other scores 
may have been inflated since more than one score was computed from each 
dyad. These limitations, however, must be seen in light of the purpose of the 
present chapter. Our first goal was to find a strategy that would yield a 
simplified set of scores to be used in subsequent analyses. Instead of this 
being based on arbitrary decisions, the current chapter gives a set of argu-
ments for the computation of valence scores by placing this in the perspective 
of a discussion about structural aspeas of social behavior. 
Although the discussion about dimensions of social exchange is 
secondary to the computation of valence scores in this chapter, this is a 
prevailing concern in contemporary social developmental psychology, 
together with the dimensions of social status and the link between dimensions 
of social exchange and social status (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Gillessen, Van 
IJzendoorn, Van Lieshout, & Hartup, 1990; Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 
1982; Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983). Unfortunately, little explicit attention 
has been given recently to the structural aspects of social status and behavior. 
Since status and behavior are the two major operationalizations of social 
competence (Asher & Hymel, 1981), such attention might yield a more 
explicit discussion about the so far rather loosely defined construct of social 
competence. With respect to the connection between behavior and status, it is 
important for a discussion about dimensions to reflect the dynamics of social 
behavior in social networks (Cairns, 1983). Information pertinent to process 
issues is the focus of the next chapter, in which the self-perpetuating nature of 
children's social status and behavior will be described and tested. 
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5 TEST OF THE SELF-PERPETUATION MODEL IN 
CHILDREN'S PEER RELATIONSHIPS1 
In addition to sociometrie status in itself, the stability of sociometrie status 
is an important issue in the study of children's peer relations. In chapter 3 the 
results from previous research on the stability of sociometrie status were dis-
cussed. This research indicates that about 50% of both popular and rejected 
children retained their status across a i-year interval, whereas the remaining 
50% of both status types changed to other status groups (Coie & Dodge, 
1983). The analyses presented in chapter 3 also demonstrated that stable re-
jected and stable popular children differ from unstable rejeaed and unstable 
popular children in several respects. Most importantly, stable rejected chil-
dren score lower on measures of social adjustment than unstable rejeaed 
children. Therefore, it was argued in chapter 3 that we must be able to 
account for individual differences in the stability of sociometrie status in 
order to understand the development of social maladjustment and to gain 
insight into effeaive prevention and intervention strategies. 
Two types of explanations for the stability of children's sociometrie 
status can be discerned in the literature. The first explanation represents what 
may be called a target-directed approach to children's peer relations, since it 
focusses on characteristics of a target child to explain the stability of his or 
her sociometrie status position. The second explanation represents what may 
be called a peer-directed approach to children's peer relations, since it 
focusses on the processes that occur in a target child's peers to explain why the 
target child's own sociometrie status remains the same across time. 
According to the target-directed explanation, the stability of a child's 
sociometrie status derives from the stability of the characteristics of the 
child himself or herself. In previous research on peer relations and social 
status, two types of child charaaeristics have been identified. First, a cluster 
of variables has been enumerated that may be labeled the extra-peer group cor-
relates of social status. Extra-peer group correlates refer to the charaaeristics 
that the child brings with him or her to the peer group, such as physical attrac-
tiveness or the presence of mental or physical handicaps. Evidence has accu-
mulated that extra-peer group factors account for significant variance in the 
status that a child obtains in the peer group. In particular, it has been shown 
that sociometrie status is related to physical attraaiveness, body build, birth 
order, and the presence of mental or physical handicaps (see Coie, 1990; 
Hartup, 1983). 
Second, a cluster of variables has been identified that may be labeled 
intra-peer group correbtes of sociometrie status. Intra-peer group correlates 
Portions of this chapter are based on the 1984 NWO grant application entitled 'A 
longitudinal study of the self-perpetuating nature of children's peer relationships'. 
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refer to the child's own social behavior in interactions with his or her peers 
(behavioral correlates) and the child's own knowledge about peer group inter-
actions (social-cognitive correLtes). Regarding the behavioral correlates, Coie, 
Dodge, and Kupersmidt (1990) reviewed those differences found between 
sociometrie status types within different age groups in research that has used 
peer-based or adult-based measures of social-interactive behavior and objec-
tive codings of interactions between children (e.g., Coie, Dodge, & 
Coppotelli, 1982; Dodge, Schlundt, Schocken, & Delugach, 1983; Coie & 
Dodge, 1988). They concluded that social acceptance is related to helpful-
ness, being considerate of others, following the rules for peer interaction and 
active engagement in positive peer interaction, whereas social rejection is 
related to aggression, rule violations, hyperactivity, and disruptiveness. 
The social-cognitive correlates of social status include the child's 
knowledge of social skills, the way a child processes social information, and 
the child's level of social-cognitive reasoning about peer relations (see Dodge 
& Feldman, 1990). Knowledge of social skills has, in fact, been shown to be 
related to young children's actual social behavior (Richard & Dodge, 1982). 
In addition, Renshaw and Asher (1983) suggested that children's goals in 
social situations might be the cause of dysfunctional behavior or the use of 
antisocial strategies in hypothetical or actual situations. The child's level of 
social-information processing has been elaborated in a recent model by 
Dodge (1986). According to this model, a competent social response 
depends on the processing of social cues in five consecutive steps (encoding 
social cues, representation and interpretation of cues, response search, response 
decision, and response enactment). Results show that socially incompetent 
children might be deficient in one or more steps of this model. For exam-
ple, Dodge (1986) found that, compared to nonaggressive boys, aggressive 
boys attributed malevolent intent more frequently in ambiguous situations. 
In addition, Dodge and Newman (1981) showed that aggressive boys were 
less inclined to search for more information after provocation than nonaggres-
sivc boys. Finally, research by Perry, Perry, and Rasmussen (1986) demon-
strated that aggressive and nonaggressive children differed in their evaluation 
of the effectiveness of aggressive responses. 
While the links between extra-peer group variables and intra-peer group 
variables and sociometrie status are clearly present, it has been implicitly 
assumed in this research that these differences account for a stable condition, 
i.e., stable sociometrie scores. Target-directed explanations imply, for 
example, that it is a child's aggressive tendencies that determine whether he 
or she remains rejected. And, in this research, social status has mainly been 
seen as a property of the target child (e.g., the rejected child) and one notable 
premise underlying this idea has been that children are consistently and 
primarily data-based in their perceptions of, and behavior toward, one 
another (e.g., Coie, 1990). This assumption suggests, moreover, that charac-
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teristics of the target child relevant to sociometrie status are potentially 
modifiable (e.g., knowledge and actual expression of socially skilled behav-
ior), and that modifications will lead to changes in others' perceptions of, 
and behavior toward, the child. According to a data-based conception of the 
status-behavior link, an improvement in a child's social skills should lead to 
more adaptive social behaviors in the peer group and, therefore, to a more 
popular status. 
These assumptions may be wrong, however, and misdirect our choices 
regarding what types of intervention programs should be developed for chil-
dren with problematic peer relations (Price & Dodge, 1989; Trower, 1981; 
Van Der Ploeg, 1975,1981; Van Der Ploeg & Defares, 1971). Since status is 
the result of peer judgments in a peer context, situational and judgmental 
processes need to be taken into account as well as characteristics of the child. 
This is exactly what is done in a peer-directed explanation, which maintains 
that processes occurring in a child's interaction with peers account for the 
stability of the child's social position. Peer-dircaed explanations are based 
largely on research with adults in experimental social psychology concerning 
the consequences of interpersonal beliefs for subsequent interactions and 
cognitions (see, e.g., Snyder, 1984, for a review). These studies have shown 
that university students and other individuals (such as teachers) form stable 
expectations about others' behaviors and personalities (Jussim, 1989; Rosenthal 
8c Rubin, 1978). Such expectations may be based, for example, on perceivers' 
actual behavioral encounters with the target other, on what perceivers have 
simply heard about the target other, or on the stereotypes that perceivers have 
about certain characteristics of the target other (e.g., that physically unattrac-
tive people are aggressive). Once formed, such expectations are resistant to 
change, as verified by research using different paradigms (see, e.g., Jones, 
Farina, Hastorf, Markus, Miller, & Scott, 1984; Snyder, 1981a, 1981b; Snyder 
&c Gangestad, 1981; Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977; Swann & Ely, 1984; 
Yarkin, Harvey, & Bloxom, 1981). 
Resistance to changing an expectation manifests itself in a variety of 
ways. Two processes in particular have been identified in the literature 
(Miller & Turnbull, 1986; Snyder, 1981a). First, research indicates that 
individuals tend to confirm their interpersonal expeaations cognitively by 
selectively interpreting and remembering information about others. This 
process of cognitive boUtering has been described as involving a selective 
reconstruction of another person's past (Snyder, 1984; see also Hermans & Van 
Rooij, 1987). Specifically, under certain circumstances, individuals will 
show better memory for expectation-consistent than -inconsistent behavior, 
they are more likely to give expectation-consistent than -inconsistent inter-
pretations of even expectation-inconsistent behavior, and they make more 
confident predictions or more stable attributions about expectation-consis-
tent than -inconsistent actions. 
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Second, adults manifest resistance to changing their expectations at the behav-
ioral level by engaging in what is known as behavioral confirmarían (see, eg., 
Hamilton, 1981). Given a particular person-based expectation or a group-
based expectation (such as a stereotype) of a target person, adults behave 
toward the target in ways that actually reconfirm their prior expectations of 
the target by eliciting expectation-consistent behaviors from the target (e.g., 
Greenwald, 1982; Mischel, Ebbessen, & Zeiss, 1976; Snyder, 1981a, 1981b; 
Snyder & Swann, 1978; Snyder & Uranowitz, 1978). If the target person's 
resultant behavior is consistent with his or her self-expectation, then the 
behaviors emerging from interactions are likely to reaffirm the target's self-
expectation as well (e.g., Swann & Ely, 1984). 
This research therefore shows that cognitive bolstering and behavioral 
confirmation work as self-fulfilling prophecies (Merton, 1957; E. E. Jones, 
1986; R. A. Jones, 1977) or in a self-perpetuating way (Jussim, 1986; Miller & 
Turnbull, 1986; Snyder, 1984). A detailed account of how these processes of 
expectancy confirmation work in interaction sequences has been given by 
Darley and Fazio (1980). Since expectancy confirmation works in a self-
perpetuating way, we have labelled their model the self-perpetuation model 
Darley and Fazio's (1980) self-perpetuation model distinguishes six steps in 
social interaction sequences between one person (the target) and a second per-
son (the perceiver). Figure 5.1 depicts these six steps. Based on the perceiver's 
past observations of the target, or based on the categories into which the 
perceiver has encoded the target, the perceiver develops a set of expectancies 
about the target person (Step 1). The perceiver then acts toward the target 
person in a way that confirms these expectations (Step 2). In Step 3, the 
target interprets the meaning of the perceiver's action, and based on this inter-
pretation, the target responds to the perceiver's action in Step 4. Fifth, the 
perceiver interprets the target's action. At this point, the perceiver reacts to 
the target person, which can be regarded as reentering the interaaion sequence 
at Step 2. Finally, Darley and Fazio (1980) specified a sixth step. After act-
ing toward the perceiver, the target person interprets the meaning of his or her 
own action, which may lead the target to form or maintain a self-concept 
consistent with the perceiver's expectations. It can be seen that the processes 
specified in Darley and Fazio's (1980) model contribute to our understanding 
of stability in both behavior and person perception across time. 
The primary goal of this chapter is to test whether the model can actu-
ally be validated in children's interactions with one another. Only facets of 
the model have been tested in research with children and, even then, inciden-
tally (cf. Hymel, 1986; Hymel, Wagner, & Butler, 1990). For example, 
Hymel (1986) found that disliked peers were held more accountable for nega-
tive behaviors than were liked peers. DeLawyer and Foster (1986) found that 
disliked peers evoked more active behavioral responses and more negative 
emotional responses from peers than liked peers who performed exactly the 
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same behaviors. Butler (cited in Hymel, Wagner, & Butler, 1990) demon-
strated that social information about a hypothetical peer was processed 
differently as a function of children's prior expectations about the peer's popu-
larity. Finally, Wagner (cited in Hymel, Wagner, &c Butler, 1990) found that 
ambiguous behaviors by popular peers evoked more positive interpretations 
and more positive behavioral reactions than ambiguous behaviors by unpopu-
lar peers. These are indications that the self-perpetuation processes specified 
in Darley and Fazio's (1980) model may be at work in children's peer 
relations. The purpose of this study is to provide a more complete test of the 
self-perpetuation model in children's interactions with their peers. 
Step 1 
Expectation 
(Perceiver, Target) 
Transition 1 I 
Step 2 
Behavior 
(Perceiver, Target) 
Transition 2 
Step3 
Interpretation 
(Target, Perceiver) 
Transition 3 
Step 4 Step 6 
Behavior Interpretation 
(Target, Perceiver) | (Target, Target) 
Transition 4 I Transition 5 
Step 5 
Interpretation 
(Perceiver, Target) 
Figure j . j . Darley and Fazio's (1980) self-perpetuation model of expectancy 
confirmation processes in interaction sequences. 
To test whether the processes specified in Figure 5.1 actually occur in chil-
dren, observational data were used from 390 target-perceiver pairs in four 
consecutive play sessions. Before each play session, children were interviewed 
about their expectations of their own and their partners' social-interactive 
behaviors. After each play session, children were interviewed about their 
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interpretations of their own and their play partners' social-interactive 
behaviors. To test the self-perpetuation model, new scores needed to be 
computed. Using the three major categories cooperation, fighting, and 
disruption, valence scores were computed for expectation, interpretation, and 
behavioral measures as follows. For each of these three measures, standard-
ized scores were computed for the cooperation category. Children's fighting 
and disruption scores were summed to a total antisocial behavior score which 
was also standardized. Continuous valence scores were computed by sub-
tracting the standardized antisocial score from the standardized prosocial 
score. We then dichotomized the continuous valence scores and coded a dif-
ference score equal to or greater than zero as prosocial, and a difference score 
less than zero as antisocial. 
For example, for Step i, we computed a difference score for each target-
perceiver pair. This difference score represented the standardized coopera-
tion rating minus the standardized average of the fighting and disruption 
ratings about the target. This difference was then dichotomized to represent 
whether the perceiver had a predominantly prosocial or a predominantly anti-
social expectation of the target. For Step 2, we computed for each target-
perceiver pair the difference between the standardized amount of cooperation 
and the standardized average of the amounts of fighting and disruption that 
the target received from the perceiver. This difference was dichotomized to 
indicate whether the behavior that the target encountered from the perceiver 
was predominantly prosocial or predominantly antisocial. The same proce-
dure was followed for Steps 3 to 6. These valence scores were then used to 
test the five transitions possible in Darley and Fazio's (1980) six step model 
(see Figure 5.1). Specifically, the model was tested by cross tabulating 
children's dichotomous valence scores for each of the five transitions. This 
involved counting the number of target children scoring consistently (i.e., 
either prosocial-prosocial or antisocial-antisocial) on the two consecutive 
steps involved in each transition. Using these scores, the model could be 
tested in its entirety by using log-linear analysis. 
Although providing a test of correspondence between the transitions, even 
more convincing support for the self-perpetuation model itself requires con-
sideration of two additional conditions. First, the self-perpetuation model 
predicts differences between the interactions of children who already know 
one another and the interactions of children who are unacquainted. Among 
acquainted groups of children who have known one another for a sustained 
period of time, stable expectations and interaction patterns have already 
developed. When acquainted children interact with one another, there should 
thus be consistency among their expectations, behavioral exchanges, and inter-
pretations in the very first session, and this consistency should remain across 
time. Among unacquainted groups of children, on the other hand, no specific 
expectation and interpretation patterns can be present when they first interact 
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with one another. When unacquainted children first come together to play, 
there should be low consistency among their expectations, behavioral 
exchanges, and interpretations. However, as interactions unfold across time 
and the children come to know one another, consistency should emerge. In 
summary, the self-perpetuation model predicts an interaction between 
acquaintance and time in an analysis treating the consistency among expecta-
tions, behavior, and interpretations as the dependent variable. Consistency 
should be high and remain so in acquainted groups. In unacquainted groups, 
consistency will be low to start with, but gradually increase over time. 
Second, relationships in the model should be analyzed for the consis-
tency of children's scores across the steps of the model and the stability of 
their sociometrie status. Such a link will occur if self-perpetuation has 
consequences for the stability of relationships between individuals. Snyder 
(1984) argued that the self-perpetuating nature of interpersonal beliefs has a 
stabilizing effect on already existing interpersonal relationships. Self-
perpetuation processes in a group result in stability of the group members' 
relations and will be reflected in stable sociometrie status positions. 
Interpretations that are consistent with and thereby confirm previous expecta-
tions and behaviors will stabilize the child's already acquired position in the 
group. Consistency among peers' expectations of a target, the target's subse-
quent behavior, and peers' subsequent interpretations of this behavior will 
produce stability of the child's position in the group. Of course, this consis-
tency must match and not contradict the child's already acquired sociometrie 
position. For a rejected child, consistently antisocial expectations, antisocial 
behaviors, and antisocial interpretations will lead to stability of the child's 
rejected status. For a popular child, consistently prosocial expectations, 
prosocial behaviors, and prosocial interpretations will lead to stability of the 
child's popular status. Thus, a 3-way interaction is expected between socio-
metrie status, the stability of status, and the valence of consistency in an 
analysis treating consistency as the dependent variable. 
METHOD 
Subjects and Procedure 
Subjects were 231 boys with a mean age of 6.1 years (range 4.1 to 8.7 years). 
The sociometrie status of these boys had been assessed in the spring while 
they were in kindergarten or first grade. Subjects then participated in a series 
of four i-hour play sessions in 77 play groups of three boys each. The four 
play sessions with each play group were held with a i-week interval between 
consecutive sessions. Each play session consisted of a pre-play interview, an 
actual play phase, and a post-play interview. In the actual play phase of each 
session, each group played several games and all interactions between the 
group members were videotaped to be coded for the occurrence of diverse 
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categories of social-interactive behavior afterwards. Before and after the 
actual play phase of each session, each boy was individually interviewed. The 
pre-play interviews contained questions measuring children's expectations 
about their two play partners and their own social behavior during the upcom-
ing play session. The post-play interviews contained questions measuring 
children's interpretations of their two play partners and their own social 
behavior during the previous play session. After completing four play ses-
sions with each of the 77 play groups, the sociometrie status of the 231 boys 
was determined again in their new class in the spring of the next school year, 
almost exactly one year after the first sociometrie status assessment. 
Measures 
Sociometrie status. In February and March of 1986, sociometrie status was 
determined for a total sample of 784 boys from 51 kindergarten classes and 
42 first-grade classes of 35 elementary schools. The purpose of this part of 
the study was to gather the information needed to select boys of different 
sociometrie status types to participate in the play sessions phase of the study. 
Therefore, only the sociometrie status of boys was determined but socio-
metrie judgments were obtained from all children in each class (boys and 
girls). Each child from each classroom was individually interviewed for 15 
minutes in a separate room in the school. A 3-point rating scale was formed 
by presenting a box with a sad face, a box with a neutral face, and a box with 
a happy face from left to right before the child. The interviewer explained 
that the three faces could be used to indicate whether one liked or disliked 
another person. The child was instructed to point to the happy face when he 
or she liked another child, to point to the sad (ace when he or she did not like 
another child, and to point to the neutral face when he or she did not know 
whether he or she liked or disliked another child. The child then actually 
rated each boy in his or her class using the three faces. The boys in each class 
were rated in one of two random orders. To aid the correct identification of 
boys, they were pointed out by the interviewer in a class photograph who, in 
addition, asked the interviewed child to name each boy before giving his or 
her evaluation. 
The number of times a boy was rated as liked by his classmates formed 
his raw liked score. The number of times a boy was rated as disliked by his 
classmates formed his raw disliked score. Each boy's raw liked and disliked 
scores were summed to a social impact score, indicating his social visibility 
in the classroom. Boys were then classified into five sociometrie status 
groups according to Newcomb and Bukowski's (1983) probability model, 
applied with a correction for the fact that the current rating-based method 
yielded different numbers of nominations given by different children (this 
correction was performed using Ten Brink's (1985) computer program; see, 
for details, chapter 2). In Newcomb and Bukowski's (1983) classification 
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model, children are assigned to sociometrie status groups on the basis of the 
probability of occurrence of their raw liked, raw disliked, and social impact 
scores in their class according to the following criteria: (a) popuhr (an above 
chance liked score and a disliked score below the mean); (b) rejected (an 
above chance disliked score and a liked score below the mean); (c) 
controversial (above chance liked and disliked scores or one score above 
chance and the other above the mean); (d) neglected (a below chance impact 
score); and (e) average (an impact score not below chance and liked and 
disliked scores not above chance). 
Sociometrie status was determined for 784 boys in the 93 classes. Of 
these 784 boys, 178 boys were popular (22.7%), 149 rejected (19.0%), 14 
neglected (1.8%), 11 controversial (1.4%), and 432 average (55.1%). The mean 
number of evaluating peers per class (or, the class size minus 1) was 18.5 (range 
5 to 29). The mean number of evaluated boys per class was 8.4 (range 2 to 
16). On the average, there were 1.91 popular boys in a class (range о to 6), 1.60 
rejected boys (range о to 5), .15 neglected boys (range о to 1), .12 controver­
sial boys (range о to 1), and 4.65 average boys (range о to 11). 
Expectations and interpretations. Before and after the actual play phase of 
each play session, an individual interview was held with each boy separately. 
In the pre-play interviews, boys were interviewed about their expectations of 
their two play partners and their own social-interactive behavior during the 
upcoming play session. In the post-play interviews, boys were interviewed 
about their interpretations of their two play partners and their own social-
interactive behaviors during the previous play session. 
In both interview types, a 5-point rating scale was used with the scale 
points indicating how frequently a person does something (1 = never, 5 = very 
often). In the expectation interviews, each boy rated on the j-point scale how 
frequently he expected each of his two play partners and he himself to engage 
in each of the six behaviors cooperation, fighting, disruption, shyness, help 
seeking, and leadership. In the interpretation interviews, each boy rated on the 
5-point scale how frequendy each of his two play partners and he himself had 
actually engaged in each of the same six social behaviors. Before the ratings 
of each behavioral category, a short description of the criterion behavior was 
read to the child. Boys rated their two play partners and themselves in a 
random order, and the behavioral categories were also presented in random 
orders. 
The 231 boys formed 77 play groups of three boys each and each play 
group participated in a series of four play sessions. Two aspects of the design 
required gathering the expectation and interpretation ratings in 65 of the 77 
groups before and after three of the four sessions. First, 12 of the 77 groups 
were randomly selected to be control groups. The 12 control groups played 
the same games as the remaining 65 experimental groups, but received neutral 
interviews before and after each play phase instead of the expectation and 
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interpretation interviews used in the experimental groups. The control inter­
views consisted of ratings with exactly the same format as the expectation 
and interpretation ratings, but were socially neutral in content, that is, boys 
were asked to rate how frequently they played several games that children 
usually play. The purpose of the control interviews was to assess whether 
asking children about their social interactions in the experimental groups 
affected their actual subsequent interactions. Second, an interview about 
children's interpersonal problem-solving abilities replaced the expectation 
and interpretation interviews for half of the experimental groups in Session 2 
and for the remaining half of the experimental groups in Session 3. 
Consequently, expectation and interpretation ratings were available for 32 
experimental play groups in Sessions 1, 2, and 4, and for 33 experimental play 
groups in Sessions i, 3, and 4. 
Actual social behavior. The play phase of each of the four play sessions 
contained three parts: (a) a cooperative part, (b) a competitive part, and (c) 
an unstructured рал. (A division of rewards task was added to Session 1 and 
Session 3, but is beyond the scope of this text.) In the cooperative part of 
each session, a game was played in which the three boys in the group had to 
work together to reach a common goal. In the competitive parts, a game was 
played in which only one boy could win. In the unstruaured pans, the three 
boys were allowed to play with a highly attractive toy with which only one 
boy could play at the same time. Similarly designed materials were used 
for each game type across the four play sessions. A detailed description of 
all play materials is given in chapter 2. 
All interactions between the three boys in each play group in each play 
session were videotaped to be coded afterwards. A detailed coding system 
for the occurrence of several categories of social-interactive behavior was 
developed for this purpose. A team of three coders coded the interactions 
between the boys in each group. One boy was randomly assigned to each 
coder who then observed the interactions of this boy towards each of his two 
play partners separately on a 10-second interval basis. That is, for each 10-
second interval, one code was given for the focal boy's behavior towards his 
first play partner and one code was also independently given for the focal 
boy's behavior towards his second play partner. The category system con­
sisted of the categories cooperarían, fighting, disruption, shyness, help seeking, 
leadership, rough-and-tumble play, parallel play, retreat, and other (including 
solitary play, interactions with the examiner guiding the session, and making 
funny faces in front of the video camera's lens). These 10 categories were 
mutually exclusive and together they exhaustively described the boys' behav-
ior in the play sessions. 
Each boy's behavior towards each play partner was observed for a total of 
18 minutes or 108 10-second intervals in each play session. To assess relia-
bility, 12% of the total time observed was coded twice by two different 
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coders. The overall intercoder agreement was .59 as assessed by Cohen's v. 
For each of the categories separately, values of Cohen's к were .5 6 
(cooperation), .62 (fighting), .49 (disruption), .54 (shyness), .44 (help seek­
ing)· ·39 (leadership), .74 (rough-and-tumble play), .62 (parallel play), .14 
(retreat), and .72 (other). These coefficients indicate that moderate values of 
JCwere found for the observations of cooperation, fighting, and disruption on 
which the valence scores for children's social behaviors are based. However, 
since valence scores are aggregated across the three categories, these values of 
к underestimate the reliability of the valence scores. Specifically, as shown 
by the analyses presented in chapter 4, the reliability of the valence scores for 
children's social behaviors ranged from .63 to .78 (see also chapter 4, Table 
4-6). 
PUy group composition and acquaintance. Of the 231 boys who partici­
pated in the play session phase of the study, 97 boys were popular, 25 boys 
were neglected, and 109 boys were rejected. Three types of play groups were 
formed: (a) popular play groups, consisting of three popular boys; (b) 
rejected play groups, consisting of three rejected boys; and (c) mixed play 
groups, consisting of one popular boy, one neglected boy, and one rejected 
boy. Of the 77 play groups, there were 24 popular groups, 28 rejected groups, 
and 25 mixed groups. Half of the groups of each group type were charac­
terized as acquainted and the other half were unacquainted. In acquainted 
groups, the three boys forming the group came from the same classroom and 
the play sessions were held at their own school. In unacquainted groups, the 
three group members came from the same grade level, but from different 
schools. Here, two boys were picked up by car at their school and driven to 
the third boy's school where the play sessions were held. The play groups 
were further composed so as to minimize within-group age differences. 
Stability of sociometrie status. After completing four play sessions with 
each play group, the selected subjects' sociometrie status was determined 
again in their new classes in February and March of 1987. Sociometrie status 
was determined again for 228 of the original sample of 231 boys. Of the 97 
popular boys, 48 boys remained popular, 39 became average, one became 
neglected, and seven changed to rejected. Of the 25 neglected boys, none 
remained neglected, three became popular, 15 became average, and seven 
became rejected. Of the 109 rejected boys, 50 remained rejected, 49 became 
average, one became neglected, and eight changed to popular. Sociometrie 
status could not be reassessed for two popular boys and for one rejected boy. 
RESULTS 
Computation of Dependent Measures 
To test the self-perpetuation model, new scores needed to be computed. 
Four considerations were taken into account in the computation of these 
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scores. First, dichotomous scores were derived that indicated whether a 
child's expectations, behavioral initiatives, and interpretations were pre­
dominantly prosocial or predominantly antisocial. Second, previous analy­
ses showed that these dichotomous valence scores were derived adequately 
from assessments of cooperative, aggressive, and disruptive behavior (see 
chapter 4). Third, since the self-perpetuation model describes a dyadic 
process taking place between two persons, separate valence scores were com­
puted for each subject's evaluations and interactions with his first play partner 
and for each subject's evaluations and interactions with his second play part­
ner. Fourth, since the self-perpetuation cycle is a reciprocal process for each 
subject in relation to each play partner, scores were computed both for the 
evaluations and behaviors that the subject directed to the partner and for the 
evaluations and behaviors that the subject received from the partner. 
The 231 subjects each interacting with two partners yielded 462 target-
partner pairs (in Darley and Fazio's, 1980, terms). Behavior codings were 
present for each of the 462 targets with his partner in each of the four play 
sessions. Valence scores were derived as follows for both the target's behavior 
directed to the partner {behavior given), and for the target's behavior received 
from the partner {behavior received). The 10-second intervals for each of the 
categories (cooperation, fighting, and disruption) were tallied and divided 
by the total number of intervals in which any interaction was coded ('parallel 
play' and 'other' were excluded because they indicated no interaction). The 
cooperation proportion was then standardized in the sample of 462 targets to 
a standard prosocial score. The fighting and disruption proportions were 
summed and then standardized to a standard antisocial score. A continuous 
valence score resulted from subtracting the standard antisocial score from the 
standard prosocial score. A discrete valence score resulted from coding a 
continuous score greater than or equal to о as 1 (meaning that the behavior was 
predominantly prosocial), and a continuous score less than о as о (the behavior 
was predominandy antisocial). 
Expectation and interpretation ratings of cooperation, fighting, and dis­
ruption were available for the 390 target-partner pairs in the 65 experimental 
triads (out of the 462 possible across all 77 triads). These ratings were 
gathered for half of the 390 targets before and after Sessions 1, 2, and 4, and 
for half of the targets before and after Sessions 1, 3, and 4. As has been shown 
in the introduaion, post-interaction interpretations are conceptually indistin­
guishable in Darley and Fazio's (1980) model from the expectations that are 
held regarding a new interaction sequence. Therefore, the ratings after 
Session 1 were averaged with those before Session 2, and the same was done 
with the ratings after and before Sessions 2 and 3 and Sessions 3 and 4. 
Valence scores were computed as follows for each of these five time 
periods for the target's evaluations of the partner {evaluations given), for the 
target's evaluations by the partner {evaluations received), and for the target's 
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evaluations of himself {self-evaluations). The cooperation rating was 
standardized in the sample of 390 targets to a standard prosocial score. The 
fighting and disruption ratings were summed and standardized to an anti­
social score. A continuous valence score resulted from subtracting the anti­
social score from the prosocial score. A discrete valence score resulted from 
coding a continuous score greater than or equal to о as 1 (meaning that the 
evaluation was predominantly prosocial), and a continuous score less than о as 
о (the evaluation was predominantly antisocial). 
In sum, two behavior valence scores were computed for 462 targets in 
each of four interaction sequences with a play partner. One valence score 
expressed the predominantly prosocial or antisocial quality of the behavior 
that the target directed towards the partner, and one valence score expressed 
the valence of the behavior that the target received from the partner in each of 
the four interaction sequences. In addition, three evaluation valence scores 
were computed for 390 of the 462 targets at the five evaluation moments that 
existed before and after each of the four interaction sequences: one for the 
predominandy prosocial or antisocial quality of the target's evaluation of the 
partner, one for the valence of the partner's evaluation of the target, and one 
for the valence of the target's evaluation of himself. 
Effect of Interviews about Social-Interactive Behavior 
Of course, it may be argued that correspondence among expectations, 
behavior, and interpretations is simply the result of children adjusting their 
behavior to their expectations only because they were made aware of these 
expectations in the interviews. If this is indeed true, then any correspondence 
obtained between the measures would not reflect the processes that normally 
occur in children's peer relations, but could represent an artifact of the 
experimental situation. To test whether this was the case, a 2-step analysis 
was performed. First, we tested whether the expectations that popular targets 
received from their partner across the three cycles differed in valence from 
the expectations that rejected targets received from their partner. Not 
surprisingly, this appeared to be the case. Across the three cycles, the mean 
proportion of prosocial expeaations was significantly higher for popular tar­
gets (M = .516) than for rejected targets {M = .386), F{i, 168) = 5.95, ρ < .050. 
Having established that expectations were consistent with the child's 
status, we can now ask a second question. Specifically, if behavior follows 
expectations as a result of the content of the expectation interviews, then we 
should find that the behaviors emitted were significantly more frequently 
coded as prosocial for popular targets in experimental play groups than for 
popular targets in control play groups. We should also find that the behaviors 
emitted were significantly less frequently coded as prosocial for rejected 
targets in experimental play groups when compared to rejected targets in 
control play groups. A 2 (Status) by 2 (Interview Type) ANOVA on the 
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mean proportion of prosocial behaviors emitted (averaged across the three 
cycles) yielded a significant main effect for status, F(i, 198) = 6.55, ρ < .ojo. 
Popular targets emitted significantly more prosocial behaviors (M = .$71) 
than rejected targets (M = .337). However, the main effect for interview type 
and the interview type by status interactions were not significant. Therefore, 
it can be concluded that any correspondence found between the behaviors of 
the targets and the expectations of their partners were not an artifact of the 
experimental procedures. 
Test of the Self-Perpetuation Model 
The self-perpetuation model consists of a cycle of five steps, and an 
additional sixth step (Darley & Fazio, 1980; see Figure 5.1). From the 
valence scores for the four interaction sequences, and for the evaluations before 
and after each interaction sequence, three self-perpetuation cycles were 
derived for each of the 390 experimental targets as follows. Cycle r. (a) 
expectations received before Session 1, (b) behavior received in Session 1, (c) 
evaluation given between Sessions 1 and 2, (d) behavior given in Session 2, (e) 
evaluation received after Session 2, and (0 self-evaluation after Session 2. 
Cycle 2: (a) evaluations received before Session 2, (b) behavior received in 
Session 2, (c) evaluation given between Sessions 2 and 3, (d) behavior given in 
Session 3, (e) evaluation received after Session 3, and (f) self-evaluation after 
Session 3. Cycle y. (a) evaluation received before Session 3, (b) behavior 
received in Session 3, (c) evaluation given between Sessions 3 and 4, (d) 
behavior given in Session 4, (e) interpretation received after Session 4, and (f) 
self-interpretation after Session 4. 
A Jp- test was performed to test the correspondence between each pair of 
consecutive steps of the model. Across all consecutive pairs of steps in the 
model the following five transitions exist: Transition 1— between Step 1 and 
Step 2; Transition 2- between Step 2 and Step 3; Transition i - between Step 
3 and Step 4; Transition 4 — between Step 4 and Step 5; and Transition 5 — 
between Step 4 and Step 6 (cf. Figure 5.1). Table 5.1 presents for each transi­
tion in each cycle the proportion of the 390 targets that scored in each of the 
four possible cells prosocial-prosocial, antisocial-antisocial, prosocial-
antisocial, and antisocial-prosocial. Table 5.1 also presents the value of ^ 2 
and its significance level for each transition. In Cycle 1, Transitions 1 to 3 
were significant; in Cycle 2, Transitions 1 to 4 were significant; and in Cycle 
3, Transitions 1 to 5 were significant. All significant transitions reflected a 
higher proportion of targets in the consistent prosocial or consistent antisocial 
cells, and a lower proportion of targets in the two inconsistent cells. All 
significant transitions thereby demonstrate the correspondence between the 
consecutive steps of the model as predicted. 
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Table $.1 
Percentage of Target-Perceiver Dyads for Each Transition in Each Cycle 
CUssified as ProsociaU Prosocial or Antisocial/Antisocial Versus Prosocial/ 
Antisocial or Antisocial/Prosocial 
Cycle ι 
Transition ι 
Transition 2 
Transition 3 
Transition 4 
Transition 5 
Cycle 2 
Transition ι 
Transition 2 
Transition 3 
Transition 4 
Transition 5 
Cycles 
Transition ι 
Transition 2 
Transition 3 
Transition 4 
Transition 5 
Prosocial/ Antisocial/ 
Prosocial 
30 
30 
28 
29 
28 
31 
33 
33 
31 
28 
31 
29 
28 
29 
28 
Antisocial 
27 
26 
28 
25 
23 
26 
25 
26 
27 
21 
27 
29 
ЗІ 
33 
27 
Prosocial/ Antisocial/ 
Antisocial 
19 
24 
22 
22 
2 2 
19 
2 2 
2 0 
24 
27 
18 
25 
19 
21 
2 2 
Prosocial 
24 
2 0 
2 2 
24 
27 
2З 
2 0 
21 
IS 
24 
24 
17 
22 
I? 
2З 
Х
г
Ь) 
б.бг 
6.43 
4-53 
2.30 
0.09 
9-75 
lO.OO 
12.76 
lO.II 
0.24 
8.85 
10.91 
1350 
20.21 
4-53 
Ρ 
.oro 
.on 
.033 
.129 
.768 
.002 
.002 
. 0 0 0 
.001 
.623 
.003 
-OOI 
. 0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 
.033 
Log-linear analysis was performed to test the correspondence between all 
steps of the model (Everitt, 1977; Feinberg, 1980). Since the previous analy­
sis showed poor correspondence between Step 4 and Step 6, the latter was not 
included in the log-linear analysis. Table 5.2 presents the results of the log-
linear analysis for Step 1 to Step 5 in each cycle. Log-linear analysis on five 
dichotomous variables yielded a table with 2$ or 32 cells. Of these 32 cells, 
one cell contains the targets who scored consistently prosocial across all five 
steps (five i's), and one cell contains the targets who scored consistently anti­
social across all five steps (five o's). Targets in the remaining 30 cells scored 
inconsistendy across the five steps. The second column of Table 5.2 summa­
rizes the distribution of targets across the 32 cells by listing the number of 
targets falling into each of the cells representing a total of zero to five 
prosocial scores. For example, 32 targets scored consistently antisocial and 
30 targets scored consistently prosocial in Cycle 1. 
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Table 5.2 
Results of Log-Linear Analysis to Test the Correspondence Across all First Five 
Sups in Each Cycle of the Self-Perpetuation Model 
Cycle ι 
Consistent Antisocial 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Consistent Prosocial 
Cycle 2 
Consistent Antisocial 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Consistent Prosocial 
Cyck} 
Consistent Antisocial 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Inconsistent 
Consistent Prosocial 
Ρ 
о 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
О 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
О 
I 
2 
3 
4 
S 
я(О) 
32-
72 
99 
юз 
54 
ЗО 
36 
74 
98 
89 
59 
34 
38 
73 
89 
8о 
8о 
3° 
% ( 0 ) 
8.21 
18.46 
25.38 
26.41 
13.85 
7-69 
9-23 
18.97 
25.13 
22.82 
15.13 
8.72 
9-74 
18.72 
22.82 
20.5I 
20.5I 
7.69 
С 
ю 
IO 
IO 
IO 
IO 
IO 
Mean 
% ( 0 ) 
8.21 
3.69 
2-54 
2.64 
2.77 
7.69 
9.23 
3-79 
2.51 
2.28 
3.03 
8.72 
9-74 
3-74 
2.28 
2 . o 5 
4.10 
7.69 
Mean 
%(E) 
3.62 
3.42 
3.22 
3.02 
2.84 
2.66 
3.66 
3-44 
3-4 
3.02 
2.82 
2.63 
3-33 
3.26 
3 1 7 
3.08 
2.99 
2.88 
Mean 
S.R. 
4-751 
0.953 
1.152 
1.122 
0.506 
6.086 
5-749 
1.174 
1.135 
1.048 
0.850 
7.401 
6.941 
0 . 9 4 0 
1.057 
1.298 
1.589 
5-593 
Ρ 
.ooo 
•342 
.250 
.263 
.610 
.000 
. 0 0 0 
.242 
.254 
.294 
•395 
.000 
. 0 0 0 
•347 
.289 
.194 
.112 
.000 
P: Number of prosocial steps. 
»(О): Number of cases observed for each number of prosocial steps. 
% ( 0 ) : Percentage of cases observed for each number of prosocial 
steps. 
C: Number of cells yielding each number of prosocial steps. 
Mean % ( 0 ) : Mean percentage of cases observed per cell. 
Mean %(E): Mean percentage of cases expected per cell. 
Mean S.R.: Mean standardized residual. 
p"· Probability of the mean standardized residual. 
Log-linear analysis indicated that the five steps of the model were signifi­
cantly related in each cycle: (a) Cycle ι, χ1 (гб) = 91.54, p < .001; (b) Cycle 
2, χ1 (гб) = 114.84, ρ < .ooi; and (с) Cycle 3, χζ (гб) = 135.34. Ρ < ooi. The 
log-linear analyses also tested which combinations of steps were responsible 
for the observed correspondences. Columns 2 and 3 of Table 5.2 list the 
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numbers and percentages of targets in the consistent and inconsistent cells. 
Columns 5 and 6 indicate the mean percentages of targets observed for each 
possible combination of cells, and the mean percentages expected if the steps 
of the model were unrelated to one another. Column 7 lists the mean 
standardized residuals for each combination of cells expressing the deviation 
of the percentages observed from the percentages expeaed. Significantly 
more targets than expected were observed in the consistently prosocial and 
consistently antisocial cells in each cycle. No significant mean standardized 
residuals resulted for the inconsistent combinations of steps in each cycle. 
Consistency and Acquaintance 
To test the relation between consistency and acquaintance, consistency scores 
were computed for each cycle. Between the five steps in a cycle, 10 combina­
tions of two steps are possible. A prosocial consistency score was computed as 
the number of combinations of steps in which both steps were coded as 
prosocial. An antisocial consistency score was computed as the number of 
combinations of steps in which both steps were coded as antisocial. Table 5.3 
presents the mean number of consistently prosocial combinations of steps and 
the mean number of consistendy antisocial combinations of steps for unac­
quainted and acquainted targets in each of the three cycles. 
Table 5.3 
Mean Number of Consistently Prosocial and Consistently Antisocial Steps per 
Cycle and Overall for Acquainted Versus Unacquainted Target-Perceiver Dyatfa 
Prosocial 
Acquainted 
Unacquainted 
Antisocial 
Acquainted 
Unacquainted 
η 
192 
198 
192 
198 
Cycle 1 
2.36 
353 
3.30 с 
2.0I a 
Cycle 2 
M5 
3S3 
3.32 с 
2.13 a 
Cycle 3 
1-57 
3-39 
3.16 с 
M 4 b 
Overall 
2.49 
3.48 
3.26 
2.23 
1
 Means not sharing identical superscripts differ significantly from each other (/> < .050) in 
a Tukey (Type A) multiple-range test adapted to the case of unequal cell sizes. 
A 2 (Acquaintance) χ з (Cycle) MANOVA was performed treating the 
number of consistently prosocial combinations and the number of consistendy 
antisocial combinations as dependent variables. This analysis yielded mul­
tivariate effects of Acquaintance, F {г, 387) = 8.ι8, ρ < .ooi, and Acquaintance 
χ Cycle, F (4, 385) = 2.45,/» < .050. A significant univariate effect for 
Acquaintance was found for both prosocial consistency, ^ ( i , 388) = 13.54,/) < 
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.001, and antisocial consistency, .F(i, 388) = 15.53, p < ·οοι. The mean number 
of consistently prosocial combinations was significantly higher for unac­
quainted targets as compared to acquainted targets. The mean number of 
consistently antisocial combinations was significantly lower for unacquainted 
targets as compared to acquainted targets. The univariate Acquaintance χ 
Cycle interaction was significant for antisocial consistency, .F(i, 388) = 4.52, 
ρ < .050. Table 5.3 shows the results of the post-hoc comparisons of the 
antisocial consistency means (Tukey's HSD test). Antisocial consistency 
remained constant across the three cycles for acquainted targets. However, 
antisocial consistency significantly increased in unacquainted targets from 
Cycle 2 to Cycle 3. The Acquaintance χ Cycle interaction reflected an 
increase of antisocial consistency over the three cycles in unacquainted targets 
to a level approaching the constant amount of antisocial consistency that was 
observed in acquainted targets. 
Consistency and the Stability of Sociometrie Status 
Within the group of 390 targets, four subgroups of targets were discriminated 
on the basis of the sociometrie status assessments in Wave 1 and Wave 2: (a) 
stable popubr targets, who were popular in Wave 1 and remained popular in 
Wave 2; (b) unstablepopuLr targets, who were popular in Wave 1 but were not 
popular in Wave 2; (c) stable rejected targets, who were rejected in Wave 1 and 
remained rejected in Wave 2; and (d) unstable rejected targets, who were 
rejected in Wave 1 but were not rejected in Wave 2. These four groups were 
compared on the number of prosocial and antisocial steps, and on the number 
of consistently prosocial and consistently antisocial combinations of the steps 
in the three cycles of the model. The correspondence between consistency in 
the play groups and the stability of sociometrie status would only make sense 
for the children in acquainted play groups, who came from the same class­
room to the play sessions and returned to the same classroom after the play 
sessions. Therefore, the current analyses were performed only on the stable 
and unstable popular and rejected targets who were acquainted with one 
another. 
A popular child presumably retains this status across time by maintain­
ing a high degree of prosocial but comparatively lower degree of antisocial 
consistency among anticipated, actual, and interpreted behaviors. Similarly, 
the stable rejected child would be expected to manifest a high degree of 
antisocial consistency among expectations, behavior, and interpretations, 
which should be lower for prosocial indices. A change in status across time 
implies that the status-appropriate consistency has diminished and may be 
due to a variety of factors, such as actual changes in the child's behavior, and 
shifts in the criteria used either to ascribe status or interpret behavior. 
To examine these ideas, we counted how many of the 10 combinations of 
the five steps in each cycle were consistently coded as prosocial and how 
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many were consistently coded as antisocial. These scores were then summed 
across the three cycles to two overall scores indicating how many of the total 
of 30 possible combinations of steps were consistently prosocial or 
consistently antisocial. Table 5.4 indicates the mean numbers of consistently 
prosocial and antisocial combinations of steps for each of the four groups of 
acquainted targets. A 2 (Status) χ г (Stability) χ г (Valence) ANOVA was 
performed on the number of consistent combinations of steps with the valence 
of the consistency (prosocial versus antisocial) as a repeated measures factor. 
This analysis yielded effects of Valence, F(i, 162) = 5.02,/) < .050, Status χ 
Valence, F(i, 162) = 13.14,/ < .001, and Status χ Stability, F(i, 162) = 4.24,/» 
< .050, all of which were qualified by the Status χ Valence χ Stability inter-
action, .F(i, 162) = 4.83, ρ < .050. 
Table 5.4 
Mean Number of Consistently Prosocial and Consistently Antisocial Steps for 
Acquainted Stable Popuhr, Unstable PopuUr, Stable Rejected, and Unstable 
Rejected Targets 
Popuhr 
Stable 
Unstable 
Rejected 
Stable 
Unstable 
η 
44 
36 
36 
50 
Prosocial 
9.98 с 
8.72 bc 
4.46 * 
6.47 a b 
Antisocial 
6.50 ab 
8.57 be 
14.38 d 
10.05 c 
I Means not sharing identical superscripts differ significantly from each other {p < .ojo) in 
a Tukey (Type A) multiple-range test adapted to the case of unequal cell sizes. 
Table 5.4 shows the anticipated crossover interaction within each of the two 
status groups. Stable popular children did indeed manifest relatively more 
prosocial and relatively less antisocial consistency. Furthermore, stable 
rejected boys were relatively more consistent on the antisocial index and less 
on the prosocial index when compared to their unstable counterparts. A 
comparison among the means using Tulcey's test did not uniformly yield sig­
nificant differences, which could be due to the crossover nature of the effects. 
Nevertheless, it is striking that the prosocial and antisocial consistency scores 
for unstable popular compared to unstable rejected groups did not differ 
significantly. Those for the stable popular compared to stable rejected 
groups were, in contrast, significantly different in the expected direction. 
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DISCUSSION 
Analysis of the control group data showed that any evidence gleaned for the 
self-perpetuation model in the current study cannot be interpreted as an arti-
fact of the experimental procedures. The current analyses generally showed 
that expectations, behavior, and interpretations are systematically related to 
one another even in interactions among young children. In each of three 
consecutive cycles of the self-perpetuation model, systematic relations were 
almost always found for the different steps of the model proposed by Darley 
and Fazio (1980). The only exception to this was the failure to find a relation 
between the target's behavior towards the perceiver and the perceiver's inter-
pretation of the target's behavior in the first cycle. In fact, the corre-
spondences were lower for all transitions in the first cycle as compared to the 
second and third cycles. This might be explained by the fact that the play 
groups procedures were new to all children in the first cycle. Here, children's 
behavior may have been constrained by what they thought would be expected 
from them in terms of task performance or norms for good conduct. During 
the play sessions, children came to understand that task performance, as such, 
was not rewarded and that the experimenter in charge of the play sessions did 
not correct their behavior (except in cases of extreme aggression). This may 
have made them more completely base their behavior on their own expecta-
tions and interpretations about their partner instead of on norms of task 
performance or good conduct. 
Different results were found for the self-evaluation data. The relation 
between the target's behavior towards the perceiver and the target's interpreta-
tion of his own reactions was not significant in the first two cycles of the self-
perpetuation model, but became significant in Cycle 3. This actually is in 
line with what one would expect on the basis of research and theoretical 
accounts of the consequences of interpersonal beliefs. In his review of prece-
dent literature, Snyder (1984) argues that interpersonal expectancies have 
enduring effects because the behaviors that they elicit gradually become a 
part of the target person's self system. The fact that Transition $ was signifi-
cant in Cycle 3, but was not significant in Cycles 1 and 2 might be seen as a 
reflection of this process of gradual internalization. According to Snyder 
(1984), when internalization has taken place, the internalized beliefs will 
influence the target's behavior in new circumstances and with new interaction 
partners. That is, not only can initially erroneous expectations of a perceiver 
about a target perpetuate themselves, they can also generalize to new situa-
tions and new interaction partners through the process of internalization. Our 
current data seem to suggest that such a process of internalization also occurs 
in children's interactions with one another, at least when the expectations and 
behavior leading to self-perpetuation are consonant with the self-evaluation 
that the child would be expected to entertain (e.g., Swann & Ely, 1984). 
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The self-perpetuation model predicted differences between acquainted and 
unacquainted target-perceiver pairs in the consistency of the steps of the 
model across time. Overall, expectations, behavior, and interpretations were 
more consistently prosocial in the unacquainted dyads as compared to the 
acquainted dyads, but there was no evidence for an increase of prosocial 
consistency in unacquainted target-perceiver pairs. That is, the data for 
prosocial consistency suggest only an overall difference in prosocial valence 
between acquainted and unacquainted dyads. А г (Acquaintance) χ з (Cycle) 
ANOVA on the number of prosocial steps confirmed that unacquainted 
dyads generally were more prosocial than acquainted dyads by yielding a 
significant Acquaintance effect, F(i, 388) = 16.22, ρ < .001 (average Ms across 
cycles 2.81 vs. 2.41; the Acquaintance χ Cycle interaction was not significant). 
This result is in line with results from previous studies, showing that at the 
start of the familiarization process there is less dominance and coercion 
between previously unacquainted children in middle childhood than there is 
after a series of interactions have taken place (Hartup, 1983). Apparently, 
children who do not yet know one another are more cautious in their 
approaches to one another and, in particular, do not quickly demonstrate the 
amounts of aggression or disturbing behaviors so characteristic of children 
(such as classmates) who have known one another for a sustained period of 
time. 
The results for antisocial consistency confirmed predictions from the 
model. In unacquainted pairs, there was less antisocial consistency to begin 
with, but the amount of antisocial consistency increased as children came to 
know one another. Apparently, in unfamiliar dyads, expectations, behavior, 
and interpretations became more consistent with one another as interactions 
unfolded. This result confirms the idea of a gradual emergence of a stable 
system of expectations, behavior, and interpretations that becomes more and 
more resistant to change (Snyder, 1981a, 1984). 
The patterns of expectations, behaviors, and interpretations of stable 
rejected targets were more antisocial than those of unstable rejected targets, 
and both subgroups were less prosocial than popular targets. In our attempt 
to relate the stability of status to the consistency of expectations, behaviors, 
and interpretations in acquainted target-perceiver pairs, some strong findings 
emerged. In line with what is known about children's attributions (e.g., 
Shantz, 1983), consistency was stronger for antisocial events than for prosocial 
events. Rejected targets scored highest on antisocial consistency, but popular 
targets scored highest on prosocial consistency. In particular, stable rejected 
targets had the highest overall consistency scores, and this consistency was 
explained by the high mean antisocial consistency of stable rejected targets. 
Although stable popular targets score higher than any other group on prosocial 
consistency, this could not be linked significantly to the stability of their 
sociometrie status positions. However, the stability of the rejected targets' 
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status was clearly linked to the high amount of antisocial consistency among 
the expectations, behaviors, and interpretations occurring in the interactions of 
stable rejected targets with their partner. 
In each of the three cycles, strong evidence was found for the correspon-
dence among all first five steps of the self-perpetuation model. In addition 
to demonstrating the overall dependence among the first five steps, it 
appeared that this dependence was explained by the targets who scored either 
consistently prosocial or consistently antisocial across all five steps in each 
cycle. It can be concluded, therefore, that support was found for Darley and 
Fazio's (1980) self-perpetuation model in children's peer interactions. These 
results actually are in line with results from earlier published studies, in 
which evidence was found for separate parts of a self-perpetuation model (see 
Hymel, Wagner, & Butler, 1990, for a review). Our study formed a more 
complete test of the self-perpetuation model, by testing the overall 
correspondence between all steps of the model. In Snyder's (1984) terms, the 
current study thereby further establishes that interpersonal beliefs can create 
their own social reality even in young children's interactions with their peers. 
This has obvious implications for interventions with rejected children, 
particularly since there was a clear relation between antisocial consistency and 
the stability of rejection in these data. The model implies that perceivers' 
judgments (including their sociometrie judgments) about target children 
may remain the same despite changes in the targets' behaviors. This means 
that intervention efforts directed only at changing a target child's behavior 
may be ineffective, since the processes of cognitive bolstering and behavioral 
confirmation that operate in the target child's peers may nevertheless lead the 
child to receive the same status as before. In short, adequate intervention 
efforts should focus both on changing the target child's behavior and actively 
changing the peer group's perceptions of the child (see also Price & Dodge, 
1989). 
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The purpose of the present research was twofold. First, we wanted to test 
whether significant correspondences existed among children's interpersonal 
expectations, behaviors, and interpretations. Such correspondences were pre-
dicted by a model describing the self-perpetuating nature of human interac-
tion (Darley & Fazio, 1980). Second, we wanted to investigate whether any 
correspondences among a child's interpersonal expectations, behaviors, and 
interpretations during interactions with other children were related to the 
stability of the child's relations with those peers. Sociometrie status mea-
surements were used to assess children's peer relations. 
The data collection and coding conducted to attain these two objectives 
were presented in chapter 2. In the three subsequent chapters, three research 
questions were posed. In chapter 3, the stability of sociometrie status was 
assessed and stable popular and rejected boys were contrasted with unstable 
popular and rejected boys. In chapter 4, valence scores were computed after 
we analyzed the dimensionality of children's interpersonal expectations, 
behaviors, and interpretations. In chapter 5, the actual test of Darley and 
Fazio's (1980) self-perpetuation model was made. 
The purpose of the present chapter is to integrate and discuss the results 
that were reported in chapters 3, 4, and $. First, the outcomes of these three 
chapters will be recapitulated and integrated from the perspective of the self-
perpetuation model. Second, the self-perpetuation model will be considered 
within a conceptual framework distinguishing between interactions, relation-
ships, and social structure (Hinde, 1976,1979). Third, the analyses conducted 
with 4-to-8 year-old boys will be considered from a developmental perspec-
tive. Fourth and finally, since several questions remain unresolved, directions 
for further research will be given. 
STABILITY, VALENCE, AND SELF-PERPETUATION 
Of the many significant findings that have emerged from recent research of 
children's peer relations (see Asher & Coie, 1990; Bcrndt & Ladd, 1989), 
three formed the basis for the argument presented in this thesis. First, 
children of different sociometrie status types are markedly different in their 
social interactive behavior (cf. Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990). Second, 
children of different sociometrie status types also differ in terms of social 
adjustment (Parker & Asher, 1987). And, third, significant percentages of 
children within each sociometrie status group remain classified in the same 
sociometrie grouping across consecutive school years (see, e.g., Coie & 
Dodge, 1983). These three findings were all replicated using the short-term 
longitudinal data obtained for this thesis. 
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Stability of Sociometrie Status 
We started to collect sociometrie, social behavior, and social adjustment 
data in the classroom and in play groups on a sample of 231 4-10-6 year-old 
boys. These boys were then followed across two consecutive school years, 
yielding two consecutive i-year waves of data collection. First, regarding 
behavioral differences between sociometrie status groups: Popular boys were 
compared with rejected boys in the first wave of data collection (Wave 1). 
Setting aside certain differences relating to the sources of behavioral evalua-
tion (peer assessments, behavior observations, and teacher assessments), we 
found that popular boys scored higher than rejected boys on measures of 
cooperation and leadership. Conversely, rejected boys scored higher than 
popular boys on measures of aggression, disruption, shyness, and help seeking 
behavior. In the second wave of data collection (Wave 2), boys who were then 
classified as popular or rejected were compared with average boys. When 
compared to average boys, popular boys were more cooperative and rejeaed 
boys were less cooperative, popular boys were less aggressive and disruptive 
and rejected boys were more aggressive and disruptive. 
Second, the same comparisons were made between sociometrie status 
groups using measures of social adjustment. In Wave 1, popular boys scored 
higher than rejected boys on measures of ego-resiliency, self-esteem, and 
competence. Rejected boys scored higher than popular boys on measures of 
ego-undercontrol, depression, hypersensitivity, imbalance, dishonesty, 
sadness, impulsiveness, and social-emotional problems. In Wave 2, popular 
boys had more ego-resiliency and self-esteem and were less imbalanced and 
impulsive than average boys. Rejected boys had less ego-resiliency, self-
esteem, and competence and were more ego-undercontrolled, hypersensitive, 
imbalanced, dishonest, and impulsive than average boys. In addition, a 
significantly larger proportion of the rejected boys had learning problems as 
compared to average boys. 
Taken together, these two sets of findings demonstrate that there is an 
association between sociometrie status, social behavior, and social adjust-
ment. Popular boys were relatively prosociaJ (they cooperated with peers 
and were good leaders) and were socially well-adjusted (e.g., they were 
resilient and had high self-esteem). Rejected boys were relatively antisocial 
(they were aggressive and disruptive) and were socially maladjusted (e.g., 
they were undercontrolled and had low self-esteem). From Parker and 
Asher's (1987) review of the literature, we know that an association between 
sociometrie status and social adjustment or maladjustment is also true in the 
long term. Being popular versus being rejected is associated with low versus 
high risk for later school dropout, delinquency, and psychopathology. 
The third set of findings concerned the stability of sociometrie status 
across consecutive school years. We found that 42% of the 231 boys in the 
sample retained their sociometrie status position from Wave 1 to Wave 2. 
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Our main interest was in popular and rejected boys: We found that 50% of 
the popular boys and 46% of the rejected boys remained popular or rejected, 
respectively, from Wave 1 to Wave 2. Our percentages of stable subjects 
closely matched the findings from earlier studies (Coie & Dodge, 1983). 
These percentages were particularly interesting given the young age of the 
subjects (4-10-6 years old). 
By identifying the percentage of subjects in each status group that 
remained stable across time, we treated the stability of sociometrie status at 
the group level This is the approach followed in earlier studies where stabil-
ity was assessed (e.g., Coie & Dodge, 1983; Newcomb & Bukowski, 1983, 
1984). The stability of sociometrie status, however, can also be treated at an 
individual level (Caspi & Bern, in press). Indeed, the association between 
sociometrie status and social adjustment suggests that stability of sociomet-
rie status within a single individual is an important factor in child develop-
ment. That is, given the fact that a rejeaed child is at risk for later social 
maladjustment (Parker & Asher, 1987), a child who is consistently rejected 
in consecutive school years was expected to be even more at risk for later 
adjustment problems than one who is not consistently rejected. Conversely, 
we expected it to be extremely unlikely for consistently popular children to 
develop such problems. We hypothesized that these diverging prospects of 
stable popular and stable rejected children would be reflected in concurrent 
levels of social behavior and social adjustment. To test this hypothesis, we 
identified four groups of boys: (a) stable popular boys, who were popular in 
Wave 1 and remained popular Wave 2; (b) unstable popular boys, who were 
popular in Wave 1, but not popular in Wave 2; (c) stable rejected boys, who 
were rejeaed in Wave 1 and remained rejected in Wave 2; and (d) unstable 
rejeaed boys, who were rejected in Wave 1, but not rejected in Wave 2. We 
then contrasted stable popular boys with unstable popular boys, and stable 
rejected boys with unstable rejeaed boys on measures of social behavior and 
social adjustment. 
Stable popular boys, when compared to unstable popular boys, were 
rated as more cooperative and accepted by their peers in play groups, they 
were actually observed to be more cooperative, accepted, and shy, and less 
aggressive and disruptive in play groups, and their classroom behavior was 
rated higher on cooperation, leadership, and acceptance, and lower on aggres-
sion and disruption by teachers. Stable popular boys were also more ego-
resilient and competent, had higher self-esteem, and were less hypersensitive 
and imbalanced than unstable popular boys. Stable rejected boys, when 
compared to unstable rejected boys, were rated as less cooperative and 
accepted by their peers in play groups, they actually demonstrated less shy 
behavior and more help seeking behavior in play groups, and their behavior in 
the classroom was evaluated by their teachers as being more aggressive and 
disruptive, and generally less accepted. Stable rejeaed boys were also less 
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ego-resilient, had lower self-esteem, and were more cgo-undercontrolled, 
hypersensitive, imbalanced, dishonest, and impulsive than unstable rejected 
boys. 
These contrasts, then, indicated that stable popular boys were more 
prosocial and better adjusted than unstable popular boys. Stable rejected 
boys were more antisocial and maladjusted than unstable rejected boys. 
These differences, however, did not explain why some popular and rejected 
boys retained their status, whereas others changed. For both theoretical and 
practical reasons, it is important to analyze the sources of differences between 
sociometrically stable and unstable children. Understanding why certain 
children are stable rejected yields insight into the processes that cause and 
maintain problematic peer relations and place children at risk for later 
deviations (e.g., school dropout, criminality, and psychopathology; see 
Parker & Asher, 1987). Understanding why other children are stable popular 
yields insight into the processes by which children build up and sustain 
satisfying peer relations that increase their chances to cope successfully with 
later social challenges (Ladd, 1989). These insights are needed to decide on 
what principles clinical programs for children with peer problems should be 
based. On the one hand, intervention programs must include principles that 
counteract the processes that cause and maintain peer rejeaion. On the other 
hand, these programs must be guided by principles that promote the 
processes that foster and sustain successful peer relations. 
Two ExpUnations of Stability 
Two explanations are possible for the stability of an individual child's 
sociometrie status. The first explanation focusses on properties that are 
located within the individual child (cf. Dodge, 1990). According to this 
position, whether a child remains within the same status group or changes to 
another status group is dependent on the child's own social-behavioral and 
social-cognitive competencies. It is assumed that stable popular children 
stayed popular because they had better social skills and fewer social 
inadequacies than unstable popular children, and stable rejected children 
remained rejected because they had fewer social skills and more social 
inadequacies than unstable rejected children. This approach also characterizes 
the so-called 'incidental model' of the link between peer problems and later 
maladjustment. In an incidental model, peer difficulties are seen as a 
reflection of an underlying disorder that may become manifest, for example, 
in repeated rejection by peers in consecutive school years (Parker & Asher, 
1987; see also chapter 1). It is important, then, to distinguish two points here. 
One point concerns the continuity of status due to consistency of the behavior 
of the child. The second point concerns the predictive role of status for long-
term maladjustment being due to continuing pathology in the child, thus 
making status an incidental factor in this development process. That is, chil-
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dren could have consistent behavior across time and this could explain consis-
tency in status, whereas pathology might emerge across time. 
A second explanation focusses on processes that are located outside the 
individual child. According to this viewpoint, the stability of a child's 
sociometrie position can be accounted for by events occurring in the peer con-
text. This explanation is based on evidence from social psychology demon-
strating the cognitive bolstering and behavioral confirming effects that 
interpersonal expectancies have. Research has shown that adults confirm pre-
viously held perceptions about a target person by selectively processing 
information about the target and by eliciting expectancy-consistent behavior 
from the target (see, e.g., Snyder, 1984). Similarly, how a child is perceived 
by his or her peers (e.g., whether the child is accepted or rejected) may be 
perpetuated in the same way. A detailed account of these processes was given 
by Darley and Fazio (1980) in a 6-step model of expectancy confirmation in 
interaction sequences. Since Darley and Fazio (1980) described how interper-
sonal expectancies tend to perpetuate themselves, we labelled the model the 
self-perpetuation model. According to this model, a social interaction se-
quence starts with a perceiver's expectancy of a target person, after which the 
perceiver acts congruently with his or her expectancy, the target interprets the 
perceiver's behavior, the target responds to this behavior, the perceiver inter-
prets the target's response, and the target interprets his or her own response. 
These two explanations also define sociometrie status in two different 
ways. In the first explanation, which we named target-directed, sociometrie 
status is seen as a property of the target child. In the second explanation, 
which is peer-directed, sociometrie status is seen as reflecting the perceptions 
of the child's peers. Obviously, a child's sociometrie status is both an indica-
tor of the child's social competence and reflects the subjeaive judgments of 
the child's peers. In the same vein, the two explanations discerned here do not 
exclude one another. We hypothesize, then, that they represent parallel 
processes with mutually strengthening effects: A popular child with excellent 
social skills will remain popular because of his or her own social capacities, 
but also because the positive expectancies of the child's peers elicit further 
social competent behavior through a process such as the one described. A 
rejected child with extremely poor social skills will remain rejected because 
of his or her own social inadequacies, but also because the negative expectan-
cies of the child's peers further strengthen the occurrence of socially ineffec-
tive behavior. That is, interpersonal beliefs effect a divergence in individual 
differences, thereby leading to upwards or downwards spiraling cycles of 
social competence or incompetence (Coie, 1990). 
Test of the Self-Perpetuation Model 
The main purpose of this thesis was to the test the self-perpetuation model 
stating that social processes in the peer context are related to the stability of 
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sociometrie status. We tested whether Darley and Fazio's (1980) self-perpet-
uation model applied to interactions between children and was related to the 
stability of their status by analyzing four predictions derived from the 
model. First, we predicted that children's interpersonal expectations, behav-
ior, and interpretations were pairwise related to one another according to the 
five transitions between the six consecutive steps defined by Darley and Fazio 
(1980). Second, we predicted that all steps of the self-perpetuation model 
would simultaneously be related to one another. Third, the model predicted 
an increase, over time, in the consistency between expectations, behavior, and 
interpretations in unacquainted groups to a level approaching the consistency 
already existing in acquainted groups. Fourth, consistency among expecta-
tions, behavior, and interpretations in acquainted groups was expected to be 
related to the stability of children's sociometrie status in the classroom. To 
test these four predictions, valence scores were computed for expectations, 
behavior, and interpretations. Since previous research indicated that one 
bipolar dimension is pervasive in several types of judgment (e.g., Osgood, 
1980; Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957), we decided to compute 
dichotomous valence scores from the observations of children's social 
behavior and from the peer ratings of expectations and interpretations. These 
scores reflected whether expectations, behavior, and interpretations were 
predominantly prosocial or predominantly antisocial. Using these valence 
scores, the following results were obtained. 
Empirical support was found for the first four transitions of the self-
perpetuation model. First, correspondence was found between the expecta-
tions of the perceiver about a target child and the perceiver's behavior towards 
the target child. A perceiver with a predominantly prosocial expectation 
acted in a prosocial way toward the target, whereas a perceiver with a 
predominantly antisocial expectation acted in an antisocial way toward the 
target. Second, correspondence was found between the valence of the per-
ceiver's behavior toward the target and the valence of the target's interpreta-
tion of the perceiver's behavior. This means that prosocial behavior of the 
perceiver was perceived as prosocial by the target and antisocial behavior of 
the perceiver was perceived as antisocial by the target. Third, the target's 
interpretation of the perceiver's behavior matched the target's reaaion to the 
perceiver's behavior. If the perceiver's behavior was interpreted as prosocial 
by the target, the target responded in a prosocial way, and if the perceiver's 
behavior was interpreted as antisocial by the target, the target responded in an 
antisocial way. Fourth, the target's response to the perceiver's behavior 
matched the perceiver's interpretation of the target's response. That is, if the 
target responded in an antisocial way, the perceiver interpreted this behavior 
as prosocial, and if the target responded in an antisocial way, the perceiver 
interpreted this response as antisocial. 
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Contrary to expectations, we found no support for the fifth transition of 
Darley and Fazio's (1980) model, which predicted a relationship between the 
target's interpretation and self-concept. No strong correspondence was found 
between the target's behavior towards the perceiver and the target's interpreta-
tion of his own behavior. This may be explained by a bias in children's self-
perceptions. Target children generally tended to perceive themselves rather 
positively (i.e., as well liked), both in the pre-play and in the post-play 
interviews. This represented a ceiling effect in target children's pre-play and 
post-play self-judgments. The small amount of variance in this variable 
thereby precluded us from demonstrating significant relationships with any 
of the other variables. Contrary to what was found for adults, children did 
not tend to adjust their own self-perceptions to their behavior. It may be 
assumed that children are able to reflect critically about their own behavior 
only at a later age. 
As concerns the second prediction, log-linear analysis showed that, in 
addition to the pairwise relations, significant correspondence existed across 
all first four transitions of the self-perpetuation model when they were con-
sidered together. (Since the previous analyses showed no significant results 
for self-judgments, Transition 5 was left out of the log-linear analyses.) 
Subsequent analysis of the standardized residuals indicated that the overall 
correspondence among Transition 1 to Transition 4 was caused by the 
relatively large number of target-perceiver pairs for the consistent antisocial 
and consistent prosocial combinations. In each of the three cycles of the self-
perpetuation model that were identified in our data, according to the predic-
tion significantly larger numbers of cases were observed to score consistently 
prosocial or consistently antisocial across the first four transitions of the 
model than would be expected by chance alone. The number of cases scoring 
inconsistently in each cycle did not diverge significantly from what was 
expected by chance. In sum, correspondence among the four transitions 
emerged either because perceivers held prosocial expectancies about targets, 
followed by an exchange of prosocial actions and prosocial interpretations of 
actions between targets and perceivers. Or, conversely, perceivers held anti-
social expectancies about targets, and the behavioral exchanges and interpreta-
tions that subsequently unfolded between targets and perceivers were also of 
predominandy antisocial valence. 
Regarding the third prediction, differences were found depending on the 
prosocial or antisocial valence of consistency. Overall, there was more 
prosocial consistency in unacquainted groups than in acquainted groups. We 
know from previous studies that children in unacquainted groups generally 
demonstrate more prosocial behavior than in acquainted groups (see Hartup, 
1983). However, our hypothesis was confirmed for the amount of antisocial 
consistency among expectations, behavior, and interpretations. More anti-
social consistency was observed in acquainted groups than in unacquainted 
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groups. In acquainted groups, the amount of antisocial consistency remained 
constant across the three cycles of the self-perpetuation model. In unac-
quainted groups, the amount of antisocial consistency increased significantly 
across the three cycles to a level approaching the amount of antisocial consis-
tency present in acquainted groups. That is, as boys who were previously 
unacquainted with one another interacted repeatedly, expectancies of anti-
social behavior were followed more and more by exchanges of antisocial 
behavior and by antisocial interpretations of these exchanges. This finding 
for antisocial consistency further confirms the validity of the self-perpetua-
tion model in children's interactions. The fact that the prediction was 
confirmed for antisocial behavior and not for prosocial behavior is consistent 
with previous developmental studies. Research has shown that children form 
expectations of antisocial behaviors at a young age. It is only at a later age 
that children weigh information about prosocial behavior to form expecta-
tions, and that children begin to consistently integrate prosocial and anti-
social information to form less univalent expectations (Shantz, 1983). 
Therefore, it is hypothesized that confirmation of the third prediaion for 
prosocial expectancies will be found in a sample of older subjects. 
The fourth prediction related self-perpetuation to the stability of 
sociometrie status. Since sociometrie status was assessed in the classroom, 
this fourth hypothesis could only be tested in acquainted groups, where each 
boy played with two classmates. Parallel to the test of the third prediction, 
the fourth prediction was confirmed for antisocial consistency and stable 
rejected children, but not for prosocial consistency and stable popular chil-
dren. More consistency of antisocial expectations, behavior, and interpreta-
tions was observed for stable rejected boys than for any of the other sub-
groups. Finally, this confirmed our contention about the importance of self-
perpetuation processes for children's peer relations. Boys who were stable 
rejeaed were confronted with consistently negative expectations, actions, and 
interpretations from their peers, who thereby contributed to the stabilization 
of the rejected boys' antisocial reputation. As was argued in chapter j , this 
finding is particularly important for intervention with rejeaed children. The 
implication is that intervention efforts should not focus exclusively on the 
behavioral propensities of the rejeaed child, but should also include the 
negative perceptions existing in the child's social environment. Because these 
negative expectancies tend to perpetuate themselves, they push the rejected 
child into a downward spiraling cycle of social incompetence and, in 
addition, further decrease the rejected child's possibilities to escape from his 
or her rejected position. 
In conclusion, the processes specified in Darley and Fazio's (1980) self-
perpetuation model contribute to stability in both behavior and person per-
ception across time. The model serves as a useful explanatory framework for 
understanding why some children's status remains stable across time while 
122 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
other children's status does not. It must be noted that a causal test of the self-
perpetuation model was not intended in this thesis. Further causal tests of the 
model and of alternative causal mechanisms (e.g., a purely behavioral and 
reactive explanation such as the reciprocation hypothesis, see Rosenfeld, 1967) 
arc still to be performed in future studies. However, the relationships 
predicted by the self-perpetuation model were confirmed here, in particular 
for antisocial perceptions and behavior, and for the stability of rejected 
children's status. Children who are rejected form an important group from a 
clinical point of view. The rejeaed group itself is not homogeneous, though, 
and children may be rejected for diverse reasons (cf. Gillessen, Van 
IJzendoorn, Van Lieshout, & Hartup, 1990). Treatment of an individual 
rejected child to prevent later deviations should consequently focus on one or 
more of several possible dimensions of rejection. 
The current study suggests that intervention should also focus on the 
perceptions existing of the rejected child in his or her social context, since 
negative perceptions can counteract the effects of intervention focussed only 
on the rejeaed child's own social skills. Changing a rejected child's social 
behavior is even more difficult when similar negative evaluations are held by 
different persons in different contexts, that is, not only by peers at school, but 
also by teachers, other peers outside the classroom (e.g., in the neighborhood 
or at sports), or even the child's parents (cf. Patterson, 1976, 1982). Further 
efforts therefore need to be undertaken in research and practice to understand 
not only the individual dimensions, but also the social dimensions of 
sociometrie status, that is, to understand the consequences of the fact that 
sociometrie status not only represents the child's own social characteristics, 
but also the social perceptual processes that take place in the child's social 
milieu. 
INTERACTIONS, RELATIONSHIPS, AND SOCIAL STRUCTURE 
The first three predictions derived from the self-perpetuation model tested 
whether self-perpetuation processes took place in interactions between chil-
dren. The fourth prediction derived from the self-perpetuation model tested 
whether self-perpetuation processes in children's interactions were related to 
the stability of children's sociometrie status. The fourth prediaion thereby 
tested whether processes taking place in a child's peers contribute to the 
stability of the child's sociometrie status. In this last prediction, a connec-
tion was made between measures at two different levels of analysis, that is, 
measures of interactions and measures of social structure. The distinction 
between these levels of analysis was presented in a conceptual framework by 
Hinde (1976). 
Hinde (1976) distinguished three levels of analysis in the study of social 
relationships and social behavior: (a) interactions, (b) relationships, and (c) 
social structure. According to Hinde (1976), interactions between individuals 
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are the basic elements of social structure. To describe an interaction, it is 
required to specify what the individuals are doing together (the content of the 
interaction), and how they do what they are doing together (the quality of the 
interaction). Second, relationships consist of a sequence of interactions 
between two individuals, and description of a relationship requires specifica-
tion of the content and quality of the composing interactions. In addition, 
the patterning of the composing interactions with respea to each other and in 
time must be specified. Third, social structure is an aggregate of the relation-
ships that exist in all possible dyads among more than two individuals. The 
social structure of a group is to be described in terms of the content, quality, 
and patterning of the constituing relationships. 
When self-perpetuation of peer perceptions was presented as an explana-
tion of the stability of sociometrie status, the level of interactions was 
connected with the level of social structure. Self-perpetuation was assessed 
by measuring the consistency between expectations of interactions, actual 
interactions, and interpretations of interactions within dyads. Self-perpetua-
tion was then related to the stability of sociometrie status or social structure. 
The model thereby crossed the levels discerned by Hinde (1976) by testing 
whether self-perpetuation processes in interactions were related to the stabil-
ity of social structure. The correspondences that were found attested to the 
validity of the model. The self-perpetuation model was not, however, tested 
at the level of relationships. That is, it can also be investigated whether self-
perpetuation within dyads will be related to stability at the level of the rela-
tionship between interaction partners. The model predias that at this level, 
expectancies will also have the effect of stabilizing the relationship. Such a 
test is particularly interesting from the perspective of the study of children's 
social perceptions and social interactions in special types of dyadic relation-
ships, for example, in friendship dyads (cf. Hartup, 1989). 
The content and quality of interactions was assessed in this study by 
computing valence scores that indicated whether expectations of interactions, 
actual interactions, and interpretations of interactions were predominantly 
prosocial or predominantly antisocial. Three limitations were characteristic 
of these scores. First, valence scores were computed from three interactive 
categories, whereas information about other behavioral categories was also 
present in the data. For example, the current analyses did not include the 
effects of behavioral categories such as shyness, help seeking behavior, and 
leadership. Second, valence scores reduced behavioral information to one 
prosocial-to-antisocial dimension, instead of defining, for example, a 
bidimensional model. Third, instead of using these unidimensional scores in 
a continuous way, they were dichotomized before they were entered into the 
analyses. It can be argued that the use of dichotomized valence scores 
implies a loss of information that might otherwise have yielded important 
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insight into the relationships between expectations, behavior, and interpreta-
tions. 
Because of these limitations, one may question whether valence scores 
adequately represented children's social expectations, behavior, and interpre-
tations. Two arguments guided the computation of such reduced scores. 
First, uninterpretable results would have emerged if we would have tested the 
self-perpetuation model on a large set of detailed categories, where connec-
tions between social behavior and social evaluations might have been found 
only for some categories and not for others. Second, the aggregated scores 
chosen seemed to be representative of children's actual social experiences. 
That is, we actually thought that a clear distinction between what is prosocial 
and what is antisocial is very pervasive in children's social perceptions. The 
valence scores that were computed did represent a useful approach, since we 
were able to connect expectations, behavior, and interpretations, and we were 
also able to relate the consistency among valence scores to the stability of 
sociometrie status. The question remains, however, as to whether valence also 
is a sufficient dimension to describe children's social interactions and evalua-
tions. 
A DEVELOPMENTAL PERSPECTIVE 
An issue related to the stability of sociometrie status regards the origins of 
differences in social competence between children with stable and children 
with unstable sociometrie status positions. Considering the young age of the 
participants in our study and the fact that many of the differences observed 
were not simply behavioral but were reflective of adjustment and personality 
differences more generally, the question arises as to where these differences 
come from. Parent-child relationships that take place before the child starts 
to interact frequently with peers in play groups or in preschool influence the 
child's later peer competence (Berndt & Ladd, 1989). Putallaz and Heflin 
(1990) summarized the effects that parents' interpersonal characteristics, 
general parenting styles, parental disciplinary techniques, and infant-parent 
attachments have on the social behavior of their children. The authors 
concluded that the development of children's peer competence is positively 
influenced by parental warmth, an optimal amount of parental control, the 
extent to which parents are sensitive, responsive, and involved with their 
children, and the extent to which parents use a democratic and inductive-
reasoning approach. 
The effects of these parental characteristics on children's competence in 
interactions with other children are accounted for by several different 
mechanisms including, for example, the degree to which parents foster a sense 
of security and self-confidence in their children, the clearness of parental 
instruction and communication, the effectiveness of positive reinforcement 
and punishment, parents' modeling of appropriate social behavior, and 
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parents' attitudes toward and the actual provision of social contacts with other 
children (Putallaz & Heflin, 1990). In addition, early parent-child interac-
tion may also influence later child-child interaction in a way that is consis-
tent with the processes described in the self-perpetuation model. That is, 
previous writings indicated that children develop internal working ntoeUL· of 
the social world through their transactions with other people (see, e.g., 
Bretherton, 1985). An internal working model defines a set of change-
resistant expectations about the interactive behavior between the child and 
another person. Internal working models form an important transition mode 
from parent-child interaction to child-child interaction along two lines. 
First, if a child is treated predominantly prosocially or predominantly 
antisocially by his or her parents, he or she will expect to be treated by peers 
in the same univalent manner. Second, consistent with the way a child is 
approached in the family, he or she will develop prosocial or antisocial self-
expectations, on which basis he or she consistently will trigger prosocial or 
antisocial behavior from peers. That is, in addition to causing the perpetua-
tion of the valence of peer-peer interaction, cognitive bolstering and 
behavioral confirming processes may cause the transference of the valence of 
parent-child interaaion to child-child interaction. 
In sum, these processes not only indicate that interactions perpetuate 
themselves within the peer context, but also that interactions may perpetuate 
themselves across development from the family context to the peer context. 
The main focus in research so far has been on stability, and particularly on 
stable popular and stable rejected children who are facing the prospect of 
continued adjustment or continued maladjustment across the life span (cf. 
Coie, 1990). The self-perpetuation model, however, has been presented as a 
social-cognitive model of both stability and change (Gillessen & Ferguson, 
1989c). That is, not all popular and rejected children remained in the same 
sociometrie status group across consecutive measurement years. Also, 
although less probable, even children who are consistently popular or rejected 
at more than one measurement point may turn out to be average, controver-
sial, or neglected at a later point in time. The reasons for such change may be 
found in inconsistent patterns of expeaations, behavior, and interpretations 
(cf. the inconsistent combinations in Table 5.Z). The inconsistent combina-
tions that lead to a change of relationship judgments, however, are hard to 
determine. Although people primarily search for expectancy-confirming 
evidence (Snyder, 1984), the existence of self-negating prophecies has been 
recognized concomitantly with the discovery of the self-fulfulling prophecies 
(Merton, 1957). The conditions in which interpersonal expectations are 
disconfirmed instead of confirmed, however, have never been specified. 
Exactly what is needed to produce change in stable interpersonal expectations 
is important information for intervention efforts directed at changing peers' 
perceptions of children with stable rejected sociometrie status positions. 
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The phenomena of change may be understood within the data in our study by 
analyzing the patterns of interpersonal expectations, behavior, and interpreta-
tions of those children who were popular or rejeaed in the first year of data 
collection, but had changed to another sociometrie status group one year 
later. 
FURTHER RESEARCH 
Several directions for further research can be identified. First, a general bias 
exists in research of children's peer relations in that much more research hai 
been conducted with boys than with girls. One possible reason for this bias is 
that the connection between peer problems and later maladjustment has been 
more easily recognized for boys than for girls, since peer difficulties and 
adjustment problems are more frequently of an externalizing type among 
boys (e.g., the link between aggression and criminality; cf. Parker &c Asher, 
1987). In this thesis, the same bias was evident: We tested the self-perpetua-
tion model only for boys and not for girls. Although we thought it to be 
highly interesting to include girls in the sample, we were unable to do so 
because the additional logistics of running play groups with girls surmounted 
the personnel and financial capacities of the project. Therefore, a first exten-
sion of our research consists of testing the validity of self-perpetuation 
processes in a sample of girls. We hypothesize that the self-perpetuation 
model will be valid irrespective of the sex of the interaction partners. It 
may be expected, however, that different behaviors determine the content of 
expectancies of girls in interactions with other girls than was the case for boys 
in interactions with other boys. 
Second, we did not examine the effects of characteristics of the dyad on 
the consistency between expectations, behavior, and interpretations in the 
dyad. Darley and Fazio's (1980) model predicted that self-perpetuation 
takes place in dyadic interaction, but the nature of the dyads is a factor to be 
included in further studies. For example, the homogeneity or heterogeneity 
of a dyad in sociometrie status among the children may influence the way 
interactions unfold over time. Gillessen and Ferguson (1989a) found that 
aggression increased over time in interactions between one popular boy, one 
neglected boy, and one rejected boy, whereas this increase of aggression did 
not appear in interactions between three rejected boys. One would like to 
know whether a rejected child causes only a non-rejected play partner to be 
more aggressive, or whether only non-rejected play partners trigger aggressive 
behavior from a rejected child. Following these findings, it is important to 
determine exactly what happens within dyads on a detailed level. Further 
research needs to examine the ways in which interactions between rejected 
children are different from interactions of rejected children with other-status 
peers, and in what ways interactions between popular children are different 
from interactions of popular children with non-popular peers. 
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Third and finally, a large number of detailed experimental studies have been 
conducted with adult perceivers in social psychology on the effects of expec-
tations as interpersonal self-fulfilling prophecies. Rosenthal and Rubin (1978) 
summarized 345 experiments investigating interpersonal expectancy effects. 
Most of these experimental studies, however, have been with adults and not 
with children. Snyder (1984) presented a taxonomy of the processes or effects 
of interpersonal beliefs that have been examined in adults. This taxonomy is 
based on distinctions about (1) the target of the beliefs initiating these pro-
cesses (another person or the self), (2) the nature of the beliefs (assumptions or 
hypotheses), and (3) the consequences of the beliefs (behavioral or cognitive). 
These three distinctions are considered as orthogonal, thereby suggesting 
eight identifiable types of processes by which interpersonal beliefs create 
reality. Systematic experimental studies of these separate processes in chil-
dren will further contribute to our understanding of the role that children's 
expectations play in their subsequent interactions and relationships with other 
children. 
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SUMMARY 
In this dissertation, a model for the stability of children's peer relations was 
examined. In chapter i, the argument underlying this research was presented. 
It was argued that relations with peers are of central importance for children's 
social and emotional development. The quality of a child's peer relations as 
reflected in the child's sociometrie status position in his or her class or grade 
is an indicator of the child's social competence, is related to the child's own 
social behavior and social cognitions, predicts the quality of the child's future 
peer relations on a short-term basis, predicts the child's future social 
adjustment on a long-term basis, and has an independent causal contribution 
to the development of social competence. A sociometrically popular child 
generally shows prosocial behavior and adequate social cognitions, has a 
higher chance than other children to be popular at later moments, and a low 
probability of developing adjustment problems. A sociometrically rejected 
child shows antisocial behavior and inadequate social cognitions, has a higher 
chance than others to be rejected at later moments, and a high probability to 
develop long-term adjustment problems. 
Because of the accumulation of positive or negative social experiences, 
these two pathways of popular and rejected children are increasingly 
diverging. An important indication for such diverging pathways is, when 
children are repeatedly classified as popular in consecutive school years or 
when children are repeatedly classified as rejected in consecutive school 
years. Insight into this stability of children's sociometrie status is needed to 
understand the development of successful peer relations and to intervene with 
unsuccessful peer relations. It was hypothesized that the social behavior and 
social cognitions of a target child's peers play in important role in the 
perpetuation of the child's own sociometrie status position. This hypothesis 
was derived from a model by Darley and Fazio (1980), describing that 
interpersonal expectancies work as self-fulfilling prophecies through their 
cognitive bolstering and behavioral confirming effects on subsequent interac-
tions. The major purpose of this dissertation was to test whether this model 
was valid in children's interactions and whether the model could be related to 
the stability of children's sociometrie status positions. 
To examine these research questions, data were collected on a sample of 
231 5-to-8 year-old boys, who were followed across two consecutive school 
years. In chapter 2, an overview was given of the procedures of data collec-
tion and coding of this study. The two years or waves of data collection each 
consisted of a sociometrie screening phase and a play sessions phase. In Wave 
1, sociometrie testing was conduaed in 54 kindergarten classes and 43 first-
grade classes at 3$ elementary schools. Based on the judgments given by 
male and female classmates, the sociometrie status could be determined for 
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435 kindergarten boys and 346 first-grade boys. From this sample, 231 boys 
were selected for the Wave 1 play sessions phase. In the play sessions of Wave 
i, the selected boys took part in four consecutive play sessions (separated by a 
i-week interval) in play groups of three boys each. Seventy-seven triads were 
formed that differed with respect to sociometrie status composition and 
within-triad acquaintance. With respect to sociometrie status the three boys 
in a triad were uniformly popular (three popular boys), uniformly rejected 
(three rejected boys), or mixed in their status (one popular boy, one rejected 
boy, and one neglected boy). Boys in acquainted triads were classmates of 
each other, whereas boys in unacquainted triads came from the same grade 
level of separate schools. 
The four play sessions in each wave followed an identical format. Each 
play session consisted of a pre-play interview, an actual play phase, and a 
post-play interview. In the pre-play interviews, several questions assessed 
boys' expectations about their own and their play partners' social behaviors in 
the upcoming play phase. The play phase of each session consisted of a coop-
erative game, a competitive game, and an unstructured game. In the post-
play interviews, several questions were used to assess boys' interpretations of 
their own and their play partners social behaviors in the just completed play 
phase. Each boy's teacher was asked to describe the child's personality and 
behavior using the California Child Q-set (Block & Block, 1980). In 
addition, teachers checked whether or not each child had a physical problem, 
a learning problem, or a social-emotional problem. In Wave 2, the same 
measures as in Wave 1 were collected after a i-year interval. In the socio-
metrie screening phase of Wave 2, sociometrie status of 228 of the 231 selected 
boys' was determined in their new class. In the play sessions phase of Wave 2, 
70 of the 77 triads participated in a second sequence of four play sessions. 
In chapter } , it was tested whether children whose sociometrie status was 
stable across consecutive school years (i.e., stable popular and stable rejected 
children) formed more extreme groups in terms of social behavior, social 
adjustment or maladjustment, and school problems than children whose 
sociometrie status had changed across the school years (i.e., unstable popular 
and unstable rejected children). In the sample of 231 5-10-8 year-old boys, 
50% of the boys who were popular in Wave 1 remained popular in Wave 2. In 
addition, 46% of the boys who were rejected in Wave 1 remained rejeaed in 
Wave 2. 
The importance of the stability of sociometrie status, even at this age, 
emerged from the contrasts between stable and unstable groups. Stable 
popular boys, when compared to unstable popular boys, were rated as more 
cooperative and accepted by their peers in the play sessions, they were 
actually observed to be more cooperative, accepted, and shy, and less aggres-
sive and disruptive in the play sessions, and their classroom behavior was 
rated higher on cooperation, leadership, and acceptance, and lower on aggres-
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sion and disruption by teachers. Stable popular boys were also more ego-
resilient and competent, had higher self-esteem, and were less hypersensitive 
and imbalanced than unstable popular boys. Stable rejected boys, when 
compared to unstable rejected boys, were rated as less cooperative and 
accepted by their peers in the play sessions, they actually demonstrated less 
shy behavior and more help seeking behavior during the play sessions, and 
their behavior in the classroom was evaluated by their teachers as being more 
aggressive and disruptive, and generally less accepted. Stable rejected boys 
were also less ego-resilient, had lower self-esteem, and were more ego-
undercontrolled, hypersensitive, imbalanced, dishonest, and impulsive than 
unstable rejected boys. 
In chapter 4, the first goal was to find a strategy that would yield a 
simplified set of scores to be used in subsequent analyses to test Darley and 
Fazio's (1980) model. To this end, four types of analysis were performed. 
First, dimensions of social behavior were obtained by factor analyzing a set 
of peer rated, self rated, and observed categories of social-interactive 
behavior. Second, subjects' factor scores on the extracted dimensions were 
correlated with sociometrie scores for acceptance. Third, correlations were 
computed to assess the congruence between peer-perceived dimensions, self-
perceived dimensions, and actually observed dimensions. And fourth, tests 
were provided for the reliability and validity of valence scores computed 
from the behavioral categories that consistently determined the first 
extracted dimension in each data set, also using similarly computed scores 
from three additional data sets. 
Factor analyses on peer rated, self rated, and observed social behaviors 
yielded a valence dimension in all cases. This valence dimension corre-
sponded to a sociometrie dimension of social acceptance. Across the three 
data sets, the categories cooperation, fighting, and disruption consistently 
represented the valence dimension of social-interactive behavior. Therefore, 
valence scores were computed in each case using the scores for cooperation, 
fighting, and disruption. Congruence was found between the extracted di-
mensions across data sets, particularly for the valence factor in peer percep-
tions and observations of social behavior, and between peer perceptions and 
self perceptions. Subsequent analyses attested to the reliability of the valence 
scores and their validity computed from similarly derived scores from 
children's answers to open-ended questions and from global antisocial-to-
prosocial ratings by adult observers. These reliability and validity checks 
justified the decision to use dichotomous valence scores in subsequent 
analyses to test Darley and Fazio's (1980) model of self-perpetuation in 
children's peer relations. 
In chapter j , the actual test of the self-perpetuation model took place 
using the valence scores derived in chapter 4. The self-perpetuation model 
(Darley & Fazio, 1980) consisted of six steps, describing how interpersonal 
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expectancies perpetuate themselves in interaaion sequences. According to the 
model, (i) a social interaaion sequence starts with a perceiver's expeaancy of 
a target person, after which (г) the perceiver acts congruent with his or her 
expectancy, (3) the target interprets the perceiver's behavior, (4) the target 
responds to this behavior, (j) the perceiver interprets the urget response, and 
(6) the target interpets his or her own response. Four predictions followed 
from this model. First, children's interpersonal expectations, behaviors, and 
interpretations were expected to be related pairwise according to the five 
transitions between the six consecutive steps of the model. Second, all transi­
tions of the self-perpetuation model were expected to be related to one 
another simultaneously. Third, the model predicted an increase over time of 
the consistency between expectations, behavior, and interpretations in 
unacquainted dyads to a level approaching the consistency already existant in 
acquainted dyads. Fourth, consistency among expectations, behavior, and 
interpretations in acquainted dyads was expected to be related to the 
stability of children's sociometrie status in the classroom. 
With respea to the first prediction, empirical support was found for the 
first four transitions of the self-perpetuation model. However, no support was 
found for the fifth transition of the model. As concerns the second predic­
tion, log-linear analysis showed that in addition to the pairwise relations, 
significant correspondence existed across all first four transitions of the 
model. This correspondence was caused by significantly large numbers of 
target-perceiver dyads who scored consistently prosocial or consistently anti­
social across transitions. Regarding the third prediction, antisocial consis­
tency increased over time in unacquainted target-perceiver dyads to a level 
approaching the amount of consistency in acquainted target-perceiver dyads. 
Analogously, the fourth prediction was confirmed for antisocial consistency 
and stable rejected children. Boys who were stable rejected were confronted 
with consistently negative expectations, actions, and interpretations from 
their peers, who thereby contributed to the stabilization of the rejected boys' 
antisocial reputations. This confirmed the contention about the importance 
of self-perpetuation processes for children's peer relations. 
Finally, in chapter 6, the results from chapters 3, 4, and 5 were integrated 
from the perspeaive of the self-perpetuation model. It was concluded that 
the self-perpetuation model contributes to understanding stability in both 
behavior and person perception across time. The model served as a useful 
explanatory framework for understanding why some children's status 
remained stable across time while other children's status did not. The self-
perpetuation model was particularly confirmed for antisocial perceptions 
and behavior, and for the stability of rejected children's status. Following 
this integration, the model was put into the perspective of Hinde's (1976) 
conceptual framework, in which a distinction is made between interactions, 
relationships, and social structure as three different levels of analysis. The 
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self-perpetuation model connected the level of interactions with the level of 
social structure. The implications of self-perpetuation in interactions for 
stability at the relational level is an important issue to be analyzed. 
The self-perpetuation model was also considered from a developmental 
perspective. On the one hand, the internal working models that children 
develop in early interactions with their parents are sets of expectations that 
form an important transition mode from parent-child interactions to child-
child interaaions. On the other hand, although the model focussed on stabil-
ity, as children develop change also occurs and the conditions of change (i.e., 
inconsistent patterns of expectations, behavior, and interpretations) need to be 
specified. Finally, directions for further research were given. A first exten-
sion of the current study consists of testing the validity of self-perpetuation 
processes in a sample of girls. It is also necessary to find out exactly how 
interaction unfolds in dyads on a detailed level, and examine how character-
istics of the dyad influence these interactions. Experimental studies with 
children of the processes that have been studied in research with adults will 
yield further insight into the role of children's expectations in subsequent 
child-child interactions and peer relations. 
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In deze dissertatie werd een model onderzocht ter verklaring van de 
stabiliteit van relaties van kinderen met leeftijdgenoten. In hoofdstuk ι werd 
de redenering die aan dit model ten grondslag ligt gepresenteerd. Gesteld 
werd dat relaties met leeftijdgenoten van centraal belang zijn voor de sociale 
en emotionele ontwikkeling van kinderen. De kwaliteit van de relaties van 
een kind met zijn of haar leeftijdgenoten komt tot uitdrukking in de 
sociometrische status positie van het kind in de klas. Sociometrische status is 
een indicator voor de sociale competentie van het kind, hangt samen met 
sociaal gedrag en sociale cognities van het kind, voorspelt de kwaliteit van 
de relaties van het kind met leeftijdgenoten op korte termijn, voorspelt de 
sociale aanpassing van het kind op lange termijn en levert een onafhankelijke 
causale bijdrage aan de ontwikkeling van sociale competentie. Een 
sociometrisch populair kind vertoont in het algemeen prosociaal gedrag en 
adequate sociale cognities, heeft een hogere kans dan andere kinderen om ook 
op een later moment populair te zijn en een lage kans op latere aanpassings­
problemen. Een sociometrisch verworpen kind vertoont antisociaal gedrag en 
inadequate sociale cognities, heeft een hogere kans dan andere kinderen om 
ook op een later moment verworpen te zijn en een hoge kans op latere sociale 
aanpassingsproblemen (zoals schooluitval, delinquentie en psychopatholo­
gische klachten). 
Wanneer deze ervaringen accumuleren, zijn de perspectieven van 
populaire en verworpen kinderen in toenemende mate uiteenlopend. Een 
belangrijke indicatie hiervoor is, wanneer vastgesteld wordt dat een kind bij 
herhaling populair is in meerdere opeenvolgende schooljaren of wanneer 
vastgesteld wordt dat een kind bij herhaling verworpen wordt door 
leeftijdgenoten in meerdere opeenvolgende schooljaren. Inzicht in deze 
stabiliteit van sociometrische status is nodig om het ontstaan van succesvolle 
relaties met leeftijdgenoten te begrijpen en om te kunnen interveniëren in 
problematische relaties met leeftijdgenoten. Verondersteld werd dat het 
sociale gedrag en de sociale cognities van de leeftijdgenoten van een kind een 
belangrijke rol spelen bij het in stand houden van de sociometrische status-
positie van een kind zelf. Deze veronderstelling werd afgeleid van een model 
van Darley en Fazio (1980), waarin beschreven wordt dat interpersoonlijke 
verwachtingen werken als 'self-fulfilling prophecies' doordat zij cognitief-
versterkende en gedragsconfirmercnde effecten hebben op het verloop van 
sociale interactie. De doelstelling van deze dissertatie was te toetsen of dit 
model van toepassing is op interacties tussen kinderen en of het model 
gerelateerd kan worden aan de stabiliteit van sociometrische status van 
kinderen. 
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Om deze doelstelling te realiseren, werden gegevens verzameld bij een 
steekproef van 231 5- tot 8-jarige jongens, die gevolgd werden gedurende 
twee opeenvolgende schooljaren. In hoofdstuk 2 werd een overzicht gegeven 
van de procedures van dataverzameling en codering uit dit onderzoek. De 
twee jaren of meetronden van dataverzameling bestonden elk uit een socio-
metrisch statusgedeelte en spelsessies. In meetronde 1 werd sociometrische 
status bepaald in 54 groepen 1 en 43 groepen 3 van 35 basisscholen. Op basis 
van de sociometrische oordelen van jongens en meisjes in elke klas kon 
sociometrische status bepaald worden voor 435 jongens uit groep 1 en 346 
jongens uit groep 3. Uit deze steekproef werden 231 jongens geselecteerd voor 
deelname aan de spelsessies in meetronde 1. In het spelgedeelte van 
meetronde 1 namen de geselecteerde jongens in groepen van drie deel aan vier 
opeenvolgende spelsessies die met een week tussentijd werden gehouden. In 
totaal werden 77 spelgroepen of triaden gevormd die van samenstelling 
verschilden in termen van sociometrische status en bekendheid van de groeps-
leden. Met betrekking tot sociometrische status waren de drie jongens in elke 
triade uniform populair (drie populaire jongens), uniform verworpen (drie 
verworpen jongens) of gemengd van status (een populaire jongen, een verwor-
pen jongen en een genegeerde jongen). Jongens in bekende triaden waren 
klasgenoten van elkaar. Onbekende triaden bestonden uit jongens van 
hetzelfde leerjaar, maar van verschillende scholen. 
De vier spelsessies in elke meetronde volgden een identieke opzet. Elke 
spelsessie bestond uit een voorgesprek, een spelgedeelte, en een nagesprek. In 
de voorgesprekken werd met verschillende vragen bepaald welke ver-
wachtingen proefpersonen hadden van het sociale gedrag van hun beide 
spelpartners en zichzelf in het volgende spelgedeelte. Het spelgedeelte van 
elke spelsessie bestond uit een samenwerkingstaak, een competitietaak en een 
vrij spelgedeelte. In de nagesprekken werd met verschillende vragen bepaald 
welke interpretaties proefpersonen hadden van het sociale gedrag hun beide 
spelpartners en zichzelf in het voorafgaande spelgedeelte. Aan de leerkracht 
van elke proefpersoon werd gevraagd een beschrijving te geven van het gedrag 
en de persoon van het kind door middel van de N.C.K.S. (Van Lieshout et 
al., 1986). Leerkrachten gaven tevens voor elk kind aan of er sprake was van 
fysieke problemen, leerproblemen of sociaal-emotionele problemen. In 
meetronde 2 werden exact een jaar later dezelfde gegevens verzameld als in 
meetronde 1. In het sociometrische statusgedeelte van meetronde 2 werd 
status opnieuw bepaald voor 228 van de 231 proefpersonen. In het spelgedeelte 
van meetronde 2 namen 70 van de 77 spelgroepen opnieuw deel aan vier 
spelsessies. 
In hoofdstuk } werd onderzocht of kinderen met een stabiele so-
ciometrische status in opeenvolgende schooljaren (stabiel populaire en stabiel 
verworpen kinderen) extreme groepen vormden in termen van sociaal gedrag, 
sociale aanpassing en schoolproblemen in vergelijking met kinderen met een 
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wisselende sociometrische status in opeenvolgende schooljaren (niet-stabiel 
populaire en niet-stabiel verworpen kinderen). Van de jongens die populair 
waren in meetronde ι was 50% eveneens populair in meetronde 2. Van de 
jongens die verworpen waren in meetronde 1 was 46% eveneens verworpen in 
meetronde 2. 
Het belang van de stabiliteit van sociometrische status bleek uit de 
contrasten tussen stabiele en niet-stabiele groepen. Vergeleken met niet-
stabiel populaire jongens waren stabiel populaire jongens meer coöperatief en 
geaccepteerd volgens spelpartners, werd ook meer coöperatief, geaccepteerd 
en verlegen gedrag en minder agressief en verstorend gedrag bij hen geob-
serveerd in de spelsessies en scoorden zij in de klas hoger op samenwerken, 
leiderschap en acceptatie en lager op agressie en verstoren volgens de 
leerkracht. Stabiel populaire jongens waren bovendien meer veerkrachtig en 
competent, hadden meer zelfwaardering en waren minder overgevoelig en 
ongebalanceerd dan niet-stabiel populaire jongens. Vergeleken met niet-
stabiel verworpen jongens waren stabiel verworpen jongens minder coö-
peratief en geaccepteerd volgens spelpartners, werd minder verlegen gedrag 
en meer hulpzoekend gedrag bij hen geobserveerd in de spelsessies en scoor-
den zij in de klas hoger op agressie en verstoren en lager op acceptatie volgens 
de leerkracht. Stabiel verworpen jongens waren tevens minder veerkrachtig, 
hadden minder zelfwaardering en waren meer ondergecontroleerd, 
overgevoelig, ongebalanceerd, oneerlijk en impulsief dan niet-stabiel ver-
worpen jongens. 
In hoofdstuk 4 werd een strategie voorgesteld om gereduceerde scores te 
berekenen waarmee vervolgens het model van Darley en Fazio (1980) getoetst 
werd. Vier typen analyses werden uitgevoerd om deze strategie te toetsen. 
Ten eerste werden dimensies van sociaal gedrag verkregen door middel van 
factoranalyse op de categorieën voor sociaal-interactief gedrag die aanwezig 
waren in de oordelen van spelpartners en observatoren over elke proefpersoon 
en in de oordelen van proefpersonen over zichzelf. Ten tweede werden 
factorscores op de verkregen dimensies gecorreleerd met sociometrische 
scores voor acceptatie. Ten derde werden correlaties berekend om de 
overeenkomst te bepalen van de geëxtraheerde dimensies tussen de drie 
verschillende bronnen van informatie over het sociale gedrag van elke proef-
persoon, dat wil zeggen, observaties, oordelen door leeftijdgenoten en 
oordelen door elke proefpersoon zelf. Ten vierde werd de betrouwbaarheid 
en validiteit bepaald van valentiescores berekend met de gedragscategorieën 
die in elke van de drie datasets consistent de eerste afgeleide dimensie 
bepaalden, door deze te correleren met analoge scores afgeleid uit andere 
datasets. 
Factoranalyse op de oordelen door observatoren, leeftijdgenoten en de 
proefpersonen zelf leverde voor elke dataset een valentiedimensie op. Deze 
dimensie correspondeerde met een sociometrische dimensie van sociale 
151 
SAMENVATTING 
acceptatie. In elk van de drie datasets bepaalden de categorieën samen-
werken, ruzie maken en verstoren de valentiedimensie van sociaal-interactief 
gedrag. Valcnticscores werden vervolgens afgeleid van de scores op deze drie 
categorieën. Congruentie van de geëxtraheerde dimensies tussen datasets 
bleek met name voor de valentiedimensie van oordelen door leeftijdgenoten 
met oordelen door observatoren enerzijds en met oordelen door proefper-
sonen over zichzelf anderzijds. Valcnticscores waren betrouwbaar en valide 
ten opzichte van analoge scores afgeleid uit antwoorden van proefpersonen op 
open vragen en van globale beoordelingen van prosociaal en antisociaal 
gedrag. De analyses van betrouwbaarheid en validiteit rechtvaardigden de 
beslissing om dichotome valentiescores te gebruiken in de daaropvolgende 
analyses ter toetsing van het model van Darley en Fazio (1980). 
In hoofdstuk $ vond de feitelijke test van het model van Darley en Fazio 
(1980) plaats gebruik makend van de valentiescores berekend in hoofdstuk 4. 
Het model bevatte zes stappen, die aangaven hoe interpersoonlijke ver-
wachtingen zichzelf bevestigen in interactiesequenties. Volgens het model 
begint een interactiesequentie van een waarnemer en een andere persoon met 
(1) de verwachting van de waarnemer over de ander, waarna (2) de waarnemer 
zich gedraagt ten opzichte van de ander volgens zijn of haar verwachtingen, (3) 
de ander het gedrag van de waarnemer interpreteert, (4) de ander reageert op 
het gedrag van de waarnemer, (j) de waarnemer de reactie van de ander inter-
preteert en (6) de ander zijn of haar eigen gedrag interpreteert. Vier predic-
ties volgden uit dit model. Ten eerste werd verwacht dat interpersoonlijke 
verwachtingen, gedrag en interpretaties van kinderen paarsgewijze gerelateerd 
waren overeenkomstig de vijf transities tussen de zes opeenvolgende stappen 
van het model. Ten tweede werd verwacht dat alle transities van het model 
gelijktijdig aan elkaar gerelateerd waren. Ten derde voorspelde het model 
een toename over tijd van de consistentie tussen verwachtingen, gedrag en 
interpretaties in onbekende dyades naar een nivo van consistentie dat reeds 
bestond in bekende dyades. Ten vierde werd verwacht dat consistentie tussen 
verwachtingen, gedrag en interpretaties in bekende dyades gerelateerd was 
aan de stabiliteit van sociometrische status in de klas. 
Met betekking tot de eerste predictie werd evidentie gevonden voor de 
eerste vier transities van Darley en Fazio's (1980) model. Er werd echter geen 
steun gevonden voor de vijfde transitie van het model. Met betrekking tot de 
tweede predictie toonde log-lineaire analyse aan dat naast de paarsgewijze 
relaties significante samenhang bestond tussen alle eerste vier transities van 
het model. Deze correspondentie werd veroorzaakt door significant hoge 
aantallen dyades die consistent prosociaal of consistent antisociaal scoorden 
over transities. Met betrekking tot de derde predictie bleek antisociale 
consistentie toe te nemen over tijd in onbekende dyades naar een nivo dat de 
mate van antisociale consistentie aanwezig in bekende dyades benaderde. 
Analoog hieraan werd de vierde predictie bevestigd voor antisociale con-
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sistentie bij stabiel verworpen jongens. Jongens die stabiel verworpen waren 
werden geconfronteerd met consistent negatieve verwachtingen, gedragingen 
en interpretaties door leeftijdgenoten, die daardoor de negatieve reputatie 
van verworpen jongens in stand hielden. Deze gegevens bevestigen het belang 
van de zichzelf-bevestigende effecten van interpersoonlijke verwachtingen 
voor relaties van kinderen met leeftijdgenoten. 
In hoofdstuk if werden de resultaten van de hoofdstukken 3, 4 en 5 geïnte-
greerd vanuit het perspectief van het model van Darley en Fazio (1980). 
Geconcludeerd werd dat de zichzelf-bevestigende processen die in dit 
model werden beschreven bijdragen aan het begrip van stabiliteit van zowel 
gedrag als persoonswaarneming over tijd. Het model diende tevens als een 
zinvol verklaringskader voor inzicht in het gegeven dat de sociometrische 
status van sommige kinderen stabiel bleef over tijd, terwijl dit bij andere 
kinderen niet het geval was. Het model werd met name bevestigd voor anti-
sociale percepties en antisociaal gedrag en voor de stabiliteit van verworpen 
status. Het model werd tevens geplaatst in het perspectief van het conceptuele 
kader van Hinde (1976), waarin onderscheid wordt gemaakt tussen interac-
ties, relaties en sociale structuur als drie verschillende analysenivo's in onder-
zoek van sociaal gedrag en sociale relaties. Het model van Darley en Fazio 
(1980) verbond het nivo van interacties met het nivo van sociale structuur. De 
implicaties van zichzelf-bevestigende processen in interacties voor de 
stabiliteit op het nivo van relaties moeten nader worden onderzocht. 
Darley en Fazio's (1980) model werd tevens beschouwd vanuit een 
ontwikkelingsperspectief. Door de interne werkmodellen die kinderen 
opbouwen in relaties met ouders worden positieve en negatieve verwachtingen 
overgedragen van vroege ouder-kind interacties naar latere kind-kind 
interacties. Hoewel het model zich richtte op stabiliteit komt verandering 
van sociometrische status tevens voor. De condities voor verandering die 
worden gezocht in inconsistente patronen van verwachtingen, gedrag en inter-
pretaties moeten eveneens nader worden gespecificeerd. Een eerste extensie 
van het huidige onderzoek in toekomstig onderzoek bestaat uit het testen van 
de validiteit van het model van Darley en Fazio (1980) in een steekproef van 
meisjes. Het is tevens nodig op een meer gedetailleerd nivo te bestuderen hoe 
dyadische interacties verlopen en welke kenmerken van dyades het verloop 
van deze interacties beïnvloeden. Door experimenteel onderzoek naar de 
effecten van verwachtingen uitgevoerd met volwassenen ook uit te voeren met 
kinderen ontstaat verdere kennis van het belang van interpersoonlijke 
verwachtingen van kinderen voor het verloop van kind-kind interacties en voor 
stabiliteit of verandering van relaties van kinderen met leeftijdgenoten. 
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